Criticism in English and Thai: A Pragmatic Analysis by Ercanbrack, Jay & Wichitwechkarn, Jongkonrat
OCCASIONAL PAPERS SERIES 
Department of English as a Second Language 
University of Hawai'i 
Occasional Paper #22, 1993 
Criticism in English and Thai: 
A Pragmatic Analysis 
Jay Ercanbrack 
Jongkonrat Wichitwechkam 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE 
UNIVERSITY OF HAWAI'I 
Faculty 
Robert Bley-Vroman, J. D. Brown, 
Craig Chaudron, Graham Crookes, Richard Day, 
Kathryn Davis,Thom Hudson, Roderick Jacobs, 
Gabriele Kasper, Michael Long, Charlene Sato, 
Richard Schmidt, Kathryn Wolfe-Quintero 
Professional Staff 
David Rickard (Assistant Director, ELI) 
The Department of ESL publishes selected research monographs, thematic collections, theses 
and graduate student scholarly papers in the Occasional Papers Series. Publication of these 
papers, which address a range of issues in second language learning and teaching, is 
underwritten in part by a grant from the Ruth Crymes Scholarship Fund. The Department also 
publishes University of Hawai'i Working Papers in ESL (UHWPESL), which presents work in 
progress by faculty members and graduate students. It is distributed internationally to selected 
universities and libraries. Separate issues, complete sets of back issues, and individual 
subscriptions are also available. Ordering information for both the Occasional Papers Series and 
UHWPESL can be obtained by writing to: 
Editor, UHWPESL 
Department of English as a Second Language 
University of Hawai'i 
1890 East-West Road 
Honolulu, HI 96822 
USA 
phone: (808)956-8610; fax: (808)956-2802 
Work published in the Occasional Papers Series reflects the focus of the Department's graduate 
curriculum, which emphasizes the integration of theory and practice in the belief that practical 
questions and solutions in language teaching should be accountable both to theory and 
empirical testing. The Department administers both an MA program in ESL and an 
interdisciplinary PhD program in Second Language Acquisition. For information about 
graduate programs write to the Chair of the Department, at the address above. 
Criticism in English and Thai: 
A Pragmatic Analysis 
Jay Ercanbrack 
& 
Jongkonrat Wichitwechkam 
Occasional Paper #22, 1993 
Department of English as  a Second Language 
University of Hawai'i 
DEPARTMENT OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE 
UNIVERSITY OF HAWAH 
OCCASIONAL PAPERS SERIES 
The research performed by students in the graduate programs of the 
Department of ESL covers a range of areas in second language learning and 
teaching. Many of these studies have attracted interest from others in the field; 
and in order to make these research results more widely available, selected 
titles are published in the Occasional Papers Series. This series, a supplement to 
the departmental publication Working Papers in ESL, also includes reports of 
research by members of the ESL faculty. Publication in the Occasional Papers 
Series is underwritten by a grant from the Ruth Crymes Scholarship Fund. A 
list of available titles and prices may be obtained from the Department and is 
also included in each issue of Working Papers in ESL. 
The reports published in the Occasional Papers Series have the status of 
"progress reports" and are often published elsewhere in revised form. 
Occasional Paper # 22 was originally submitted to fulfill the Scholarly Paper 
requirement of the MA in ESL. 
This work should be cited as follows: 
Ercanbrack, Jay and Jongkomat Wichitwechkarn. 1993. Criticism in English 
and Thai: A Pragmatic Analysis. Occasional Paper #22. Honolulu: 
Department of English as a Second Language, University of Hawai'i. 
University of Hawai'i Occoswnal Papers Series, Number 22,1993. 
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ABSTRACT 
Utilizing two separate data collection techniques, i.e., Discourse Completion Tasks (DCT) 
and multiple-response rating scales, this study explored Thai and American use of criticism in 
business interactions. The study attempted, firstly, to reveal and describe the strategies of criticism 
employed by each group; secondly, to determine the influence of interlocutor status on level of 
face-threat contained in criticisms; and lastly, to advance knowledge of the comparability and 
suitability of various data collection methods within the field of pragmatic and speech act realization 
research. A two-part questionnaire in the subjects' native languages was distributed to 45 Thai and 
42 American business majors at universities in Thailand and the U.S. Nine identical items 
involving pmblem-oriented business situations were used in the DCT and rating scale portions of 
the auestionnaire. The variable of interlocutor status was maninulated across items to stimulate a 
variety of critical responses. Analyses of data included chi-squares and ANOVAs as well as 
descriptive statistics. Results reveal areas of both conformance and non-conformance in Thai and 
American realizations of criticism strategies and the ways in which choice of these strategies are 
influenced by interlocutor status. However, the significance of the findings is to some extent 
mitigated by incongruities in results produced by the two data collection procedures. Implications 
of the findings for intercultural business encounters are discussed, and recommendations are made 
for future pragmatic research focusing on the area of criticism. 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The notion of communicative competence, first described by Hymes (1964,1971) as 
encompassing both the speaker's knowledge of linguistic rules (grammatical competence) and 
sociocultural rules of appropriate use (pragmatic competence), has sparked a growing interest in 
both the theoretical description of the cultural dimensions of speech behavior and the practical 
implications of incorporating sociocultural rules in language teaching (Canale & Swain, 1980; 
Blum-Kulka, 1983; Canale, 1983; Leech, 1983; Olshtain, 1983; Wongsotom, 1987; Ellis, 1991). 
The formulation and development of this concept has prompted repeated calls for language 
education to broaden its scope to include not only the customary teaching of oral and written skills 
but also an explicit accounting of the parameters of pragmatic appropriateness and their 
implications for referential and stylistic meaning in the target language (Paulston, 1974; Wolfson & 
Taylor, 1978; D'Amico-Reisner, 1983; Thomas, 1983; Wolfson, 1983; Oiler, 1987). 
As noted by Olshtain (1983), an important contribution to a better understanding of the 
nature of communicative competence has been the systematic ethnographic observation of speech 
acts. Since the initial work by Searle (1969), the study of speech acts has become one of the 
central features of the field of pragmatics, spawning greatly increased interest in cross-cultural 
pragmatics and contrastive pragmatic research, due in large part to its relevance to theoretical 
viewpoints concerning the cultural relativity of linguistic behavior. 
The influence of cultural and social norms on speech behavior is fully highlighted in the 
area of face-threatening speech acts (FTAs), the parameters for which were f i r t  systematized by 
Brown & Levinson (1978). Studies of FTAs have been numerous during the past decade, 
including investigations of apology (e.g., Cohen & Olshtain, 1981,1985; Blum-Kulka & 
Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Bergman & Kasper, in press); requests 
(e.g., Blum-Kulka, 1982; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989); 
refusals (e.g., Beebe & Cummings, 1985; Takahashi & Beebe, 1986, 1987); complaints (e.g., 
Bonikowska, 1988; Olshtain & Weinbach, 1985); disagreement (e.g., LoCastro, 1986; Beebe & 
Takahashi, 1989a,b); chastisement (e.g., Beebe & Takahashi, 1989b); and disapproval (e.g., 
D'Amico-Reisner, 1983, 1985). The evidence provided in these studies suggest that there are 
indeed striking differences in the substance aid complexity of the sociolinguistic rules governing 
pragmatic strategies in various languages and cultures. 
While, by definition, all FTAs are intrinsically threatening to the face of one or both 
interlocutors involved in an exchange (Brown & Levinson, 1978), certain forms such as complaint 
appear to be particularly threatening and inherently pose great risk to the social goal of preserving 
harmony between speaker and hearer (Bonikowska, 1988). Consequently, investigations of such 
FTAs as disapproval, disagreement, chastisement, and complaint reveal a great deal about the 
social structure and values of various speech communities and the ways in which these factors 
constrain language use for members of these communities. 
In this regard, D'Amico-Reisner (1983) stresses the pivotal nature of disapproval 
exchanges, noting that even within the context of a specific culture, such exchanges reflect the 
relative power of speaker and hearer and "serve to create, maintain, or change the attitudes and 
beliefs participants possess about themselves, ... others, and ... the society in which they live" 
(p.114). Her study of disapproval exchanges in adult-to-adult encounters in American English 
(1985) includes the finding that direct disapproval is a very common speech activity in the 
everyday speech of American adults in certain social contexts, particularly among status-equal 
intimates. By contrast, Keenan (1974) reports that verbal disapproval is carefully avoided in some 
traditional cultures (e.g., Malagasy), while in others it is often disguised in proverbs and other 
types of indirect expressions. 
Studies of disagreement and chastisement by Beebe & Takahashi (1989b), and of 
complaint by House & Kasper (1981). Olshtain & Weinbach (1985), Anderson (1992) also 
illustrate the diversity and importance of FTA realization patterns in both interlanguage and cross- 
cultural contexts, as well as the relation of such patterns to the overall politeness system operating 
in a given culture. However, Nash (1983). in a study comparing American and Chinese politeness 
strategies in complaining, cautions that in cross-cultural comparisons of realization of FTAs, the 
traditional 'crude' classifications of cultures into either a positive or negative politeness system 
(c.f., Brown & Levinson, 1978) may be misleading and inaccurate. He found that the American 
subjects in his study favored negative politeness, particularly when involved with friends and 
service encounters, rather than the positive politeness mode attributed to them previously by 
Brown & Levinson (1978) and Scollon & Scollon (1983). Nash, therefore, suggests that 
politeness strategies and use of FTAs are situation-specific and not cultural constants. 
One FTA which has received very little attention in pragmatic research is the speech act of 
criticism. While similar and apparently overlapping with the previously discussed FTAs, criticism 
is seen by Searle & Vanderveken (1985) as a discrete speech act which functions as a distinct type 
of complaint, usually attaching to human agents and their products rather than inanimate objects or 
phenomena (e.g., the weather). Brown & Levinson (1978) observe that criticism, like other 
FTAs, is not necessarily accomplished in a single act or utterance, but rather through several 
related acts carrying an identical intention. Thus, "a higher-level intention to issue a criticism may 
be conveyed by a series of acts (and responses) that are not themselves FTAs, or are not the 
particular FTA in question" (p.233). Brown & Levinson demonstrate this point by citing an 
example of a boss indirectly criticizing an employee for not doing his job appropriately through the 
use of repeated questioning concerning unaccomplished tasks. No further statements were needed 
to accomplish the criticism~the questioning alone sufficed. 
While illustrations of this nature contribute to a general understanding of this speech act, no 
empirical studies to date have attempted to delineate the specific qualities of criticism or to 
determine the rules for its usage within a given language. Considering the recommendations made 
in recent studies by Blum-Kulka (1989) and Bergman & Kasper (in press), which have 
underscored the need for careful, empirical cross-linguistic investigation of particular speech acts 
and interactional styles, especially as they operate in the context of non-Western languages, the 
present study will investigate the use of the face-threatening speech act of criticism in the context of 
two languages. Thai and American English. 
While this study is primarily concerned with a comparative analysis of criticism 
realizations, it is also recognized that the results of such an analysis are influenced by the nature of 
the data collection techniques employed in the research process. Wolfson (1989) has declared the 
appropriate application and generalizabity of sociolinguistic research findings to be one of the 
major issues in the field. Similarly, Kasper & Dahl(1991) point out the urgent need for studies 
which compare the validity of various elicitation techniques while also supplying empirical 
evidence for assessing the suitability of these methods with regard to specific research issues. 
They note that pragmatic research is an area currently challenged to elucidate the variability caused 
by different data collection instruments in order to move towards more accurate measures of 
variability pertaining to the speech acts under study. Hence, researchers are urged to be conscious 
of the task effects emanating from their data collection instruments so that correct causal 
interpretations may be assigned to observed variations. 
One form of data collection which has consistently been the object of debate is the 
Discourse Completion Task (DCT). Rose (1992) posits that the use of the DCT in eliciting 
sociolinguistic data is inappropriate to Asian contexts since its written format does not adequately 
reflect the role of the hearer, which is crucial to certain communication patterns found outside of 
Western cultures (e.g., Japanese). Beebe & Cummings (1985) agree that DCTs suffer from an 
inability to effectively simulate the negotiated nature of genuine interaction. However, they also 
point out that this instrument is useful for developing an initial classification of naturally occurring 
semantic formulas and strategies, as well as for discovering the canonical form of speech acts as 
they exist in the minds of native speakers of particular languages. Kasper & Dahl(1991) concur, 
adding that despite their faults, DCTs make an important contribution to the knowledge base of 
speech act behavior. 
Bearing these arguments in mind, the present study makes use of two data collection 
methods: DCT and multiple-response rating scales, with the latter serving as a complement to the 
former while also providing information on subjects' evaluations of the relative politeness and 
appropriateness of alternative forms of the speech act of criticism. The motivation for this 
procedure is two-fold. First, considering the exploratory nature of this study, it is felt that dual 
elicitation methods will provide a richer perspective on the issues under consideration. As Kasper 
& Dahl(1991) observe, utilizing a combination of production (i.e., DCT) and pragmatic 
assessment (i.e., rating scale) data "provides an empirical basis for explaining observed patterns of 
speech act realization and politeness in terms of perceived contextual constraints, and of the 
pragmatic force and politeness value language users attribute to different linguistic means and 
strategies" (pp.31-32). Additionally, it is felt that a comparison of the results provided by these 
two methods will shed light on the relative contribution made by each to the study of variation in 
speech acts across cultures. 
Since this study entails an understanding of the context of Thai verbal behavior, it is felt to 
be appropriate to provide here as background information some previous observations concerning 
Thai interactional style. 
on Thai I n t e m n a l  Stvle 
As discussed by Brown & Levinson (1978), participants in interpersonal communication 
determine an appropriate (e.g., formal or informal) speaking style based in part on their perception 
of the relative social power of each interlocutor. While the existence of this process appears to be 
common to most cultures, it is in how societies imbue social roles with their relative power that one 
may see cross-cultural variation. 
In Thai society, for example, a greater degree of social power is associated with age and 
status than is the case in the U.S. In interactions between an older and a younger person, or 
between a teacher and a student, for instance, the former assumes a greater degree of superiority 
and authority than he or she would in American society. A more formal or respectful speech style 
is, therefore, expected from the latter interlocutor in each pair. 
Several researchers (e.g., Moreman, 1965; Wohl & Dunlop, 1970; Richards & Sukwiwat, 
1985; Fieg, 1989) have observed that in Thai culture hierarchical relations lie at the very heart of 
the social system, thus contrasting sharply with American social norms which emphasize the 
concept of egalitarianism. This Thai status conciousness is reflected in, among other things, 
certain elaborate speech patterns such as the complicated pronoun system, titles, terms of address, 
honorifics, and vocabulary related to royalty (Reg, 1976; Segaller, 1984; Juntanamalaga, 1989; 
Khanittanan, 1989). 
Whereas the social ranking system represents one of the most basic phenomena in Thai life, 
Komin's (1990) recent nationwide surveys on Thai values reveal the importance which is also 
placed on preserving harmonious interpersonal relationships by displaying cautious deference to 
individuals' feelings. This idea is illustrated by the Thai proverb, Nam khun yu khang nai, narn 
sai yu khang nok (Keep muddy water inside and put clear water out). The same spirit is captured 
in the common Thai expression kreng c h i ,  which impels one "to be considerate, to feel reluctant to 
impose upon another person, to take another person's feelings ... into account or to take every 
measure not to cause discomfort or inconvenience for another person" (Komin, 1990: 691). 
Adopting an attitude in keeping with this concept is a step towards ensuring that no party involved 
in interpersonal communication will be placed in a position of embarrassment, shame, or loss of 
face. Violations of this norm, on the other hand, can harm interpersonal relationships and result in 
intense emotional reactions, severe enough to belie the image of Thais as unceasingly smiling, 
tolerant, and non-aggressive. 
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Not surprisingly, the great emphasis that Thais place on authority and consideration for 
others' feelings has been found to strongly influence their interactional style. Many researchers 
(e.g., Gardiner.1968; Moore, 1974; Fieg, 1976, 1989; Segaller, 1984; Richards & Sukwiwat, 
1985; Khanittanan, 1989) have found that Thais generally employ a non-assertive, subtle, and 
indirect approach with others. Oven displays of anger or disagreement of any kind, particularly in 
public settings, are to be avoided. Similarly, Thais consider criticism or embarrassment of others 
to be in poor taste, and exhibiting such behavior may result in a loss of respect for the offending 
party in the eyes of others. Since Thais find it dficult to separate ideas or opinions from the 
person delivering them, negative viewpoints are likely to be expressed through various strategies 
of indirectness (e.g., hinting, use of indirect questions or answers, or talking around a point which 
is left for the hearer to discern), which may be utilized in situations where Americans would not 
necessarily perceive a threat to face. 
One particular area in which differences in Thai and American value systems and 
communication patterns are readily apparent is business practices, especially management styles. 
Thais are apt to prefer leaders who are benevolent and paternalistic, personable with a soft and 
polite approach (Komin, 1990). Those with Western-style "straightforward, ambitious, and 
aggressive personalities ... although highly capable, are not tolerated and are hardly ever 
successful" (p.701). Again, the self-control and courteousness that Thais expect of their 
supervisors and, in fact, of all employees are characteristic of the "other-directed" social values 
which play a strong role in creating surface harmony throughout Thai society. A similar sense of 
harmony, on the other hand, is often conspicuously absent in the American business context This 
should not be surprising considering Triandis' (1986) assertion that collectivist cultures, such as 
that of the Thai, place a high value on cooperation with in-group members, while individualistic 
cultures (e.g., American) are more concerned with maximizing individual outcomes. Given these 
observations, the workplace appears to provide an especially favorable vantage point from which 
to observe contrasts in Thai-American interactional styles. 
Based on the ideas discussed above, this paper is intended as an exploratory investigation 
of the ways in which Thai and American interlocutors realize the speech act of criticism in business 
settings. Specifically, we are examining styles of delivering criticism between status equals and 
unequals, with the primary purpose being to describe commonalities and variation in the use of 
criticism strategies in a variety of status contexts. Secondarily, we are comparing the quality and 
accuracy of information obtained by two separate data collection techniques, i.e., DCT and rating 
scales. 
Thus, the following research questions will be examined in this study : 
(1) Overall, how do Thais and Americans differ in their realization of criticism strategies in 
business interactions? 
(2) In what ways does status difference between interlocutors influence the speaker's use 
of criticism for Thais as compared to Americans? 
(3) To what extext are results yielded by DCT data collection comparable with those yielded 
by rating scale procedures? 
METHOD 
Subjects 
Subjects (N=87) were 42 native speakers of American English and 45 native speakers of 
Thai. The American subjects were undergraduate students enrolled in the College of Business at 
the University of Hawaii at Manoa. The Thai subjects were undergraduates majoring in Business 
Administration at St. John College, Bangkok, Thailand. Age range for all subjects was from 21 to 
30 and professional experience varied between one and four years. 
Materials and Procedure 
The research design involved an examination of the use of criticism in business contexts. 
Materials used in the data collection process were questionnaires. Initially, a pilot study was 
conducted with 10 native speakers of American English and 10 native speakers of Thai (not 
included in the present study). Utilizing English and Thai versions of a 30-item Discourse 
Completion Task questionnaire, subjects were asked to provide up to three responses to 
short, criticism-provoking scenarios involving business interactions. Across the 30 items, the 
variable of interlocutor status was manipulated to stimulate a full range of potentially face- 
threatening responses from each target language group. After completing the questionnaires, 
subjects were interviewed and asked to evaluate item clarity and to further elaborate on their 
responses. Following an examination of the pilot study data, items which generated the broadest 
range of critical remarks in various status situations were carried over to the questionnaire utilized 
in the present study. 
In order to compare the two target methods of data collection, i.e., DCT and rating scales, 
this study made use of Thai and English versions1 of a two-part questionnaire employing 18 items 
in which the status of two interlocutors was varied across problem-oriented business situations. 
The first half of the questionnaire consisted of nine open-ended DCT items while the second half 
contained nine multiple-response rating scale items. The situations employed in the f i r t  and 
second halves (i.e., in the first and second sets of nine items) were identical. Appearing in 
randomized order, three of the nine situations involved opportunities for higher status figures to 
criticize lower status figures (H-->L), three were lower to higher status interactions (L-->H), and 
three others involved interlocutors who were status equals (E-->E). In all cases, an opportunity to 
opt out (i.e., avoid giving criticism) existed as an alternative to critical remarks. 
While items in the DCT portion of the questionnaire entailed subject-generated responses, 
each of the rating scale items provided six criticisms as possible responses to a lead-in remark by 
an offending interlocutor. These responses were taken or adapted from responses frequently 
found in the pilot study data. Using a six-point Liken scale, the subjects' task was to rate each of 
the responses according to how likely they thought they would be to give such a response in that 
particular situation. The six listed responses represented three broad categories of face-threat, with 
one remark being a direct criticism (boldly face-threatening), four mild or indirect criticisms 
(moderately face-threatening), and one an avoidance of criticism (non face-threatening). These 
numbers approximately repsented the ratio of remarks f m  each level of face-threat pmduced by 
subjects in the pilot study. Thus, for each set of three items representing a specific status situation 
&e., H-->L, L-->H, and E-->El, subjects rated a total of 3 boldly, 12 moderately, and 3 non face- 
threatening responses. 
Questionnaires were distributed in the subjects'classrmms, and participating students were. 
inshucted to complete both the D f f  and rating scale sections within one hour's time. 
Analysis of Data 
Responses to the D f f  portion of the questionnaire were analyzed through the development 
of a coding system based in part on previous resemh concerning related ITAS (i.e., Somig, 1977 
Brown & Levinson, 1978; D'Amico-Reisner, 1983; Porneranu, 1984 Gibbs, 1985; Olshtain & 
Weinbach, 1986 Beebe & Takahashi, 1989 a, b). Fist, and most bmadly, remarks taken to be 
criticism were categorized as either boldly face-threatening or moderately face-htening. When 
no criticism appeared withii a response, the remarks for that item were categorized as non face- 
threatening. Thus, for each item, a subject's overall response m i v e d  a rating of either boldly 
(B), moderately (M), or non (N) face-hatening. 
It should be noted, however, that a number of responses contained both boldly and 
moderately face-hatening remarks. In such cases, using an approach similar to that followed by 
Nash (1983). the remarks which most clearly suggested a negative judgment of the hea r ' s  
actions--that is, the most strongly face-threatening comments--were identified as the primary 
critical statements. As a result, responses with mixtures of boldly and m&rately face-threatening 
comments were categorized as B. 
Exumple: Boldly face-threatening (criticisms ax. underlined) 
"Hey, Joe! You're a red hard worker, but w e  meet i n a m  d coming in late tells mc . . 
l--. (B) ih&vou trv to be in l u ~ s  (M) We 
can talk if you want, but  habit must (BY 
In the example above, the f o m  of the boldly face-hatening criticisms ovemdes the effect 
of the milder reproach offerred by the moderately face-hatening comment, thus mating a 
response which should clearly be categorized as B rather than M. Though such responses were 
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treated as B for the sake of determining level of face-that, patterns of "shifting" in level of face- 
threat were noted and included in a subsequent analysis of B responses. 
Next, within these broad categories (i.e., B, M, and N), specific strategies of criticism 
were established to reflect the u ~ q u e  sets of patterns displayed by most critical remarks. In all, 
seven discrete strategies for delivering criticism, and one to avoid doing so, were found in the data, 
along with a number of sub-stategies. These eight primary srrategies-- which included avoidance 
of criticism, tacit criticism, inquiry, moves for impmvement, concern for consequences, shifting 
xesponsibility to outside source, explicit criticism, and aggressive criticism- were r d e d  
according to their severity of face-threat and placed within a hierarchy of criticism as shown below: 
A. face-threaten& (absence of critical  mark) 
idance of . .  . 1. Avo (no criticism offered whatsoever) 
a. (no response, unopinionated minimal response, lies, change of topic) 
e.g.: --Whatever you say. 
-- Well, don't let it bother you too much. 
b. .. . 
e.g.: -- Let's talk about this another time. 
B. Moda&& face-threaten 
. . 
& (mild or indinxt criticism) 
2. (contains hidden or non-literal message requiring intexpretation or 
xeferencing by the hearer) 
a. & 
e.g.: -- It got a bit stuffy in here, though (because of your smoking). 
-- You should see the crowd that's waiting for you in the mornings (due to 
your tardiness). You're very popular! 
3. (asking questions which imply disastisfaction on the speaker's part with a 
particulx state of affair) 
a. m e s t  for clanfica~on/ooinio~ 
e.g.: -- Why do you think this new system will make that big a difference? 
b . U I &  . . in 
e.g.: -- Don't you think this habit (of your coming to work late) might affect our 
reputation? 
-- Do you  ally think it's safe to invite an outsider like your friend in to 
use our computer? 
4. im~mvement (statement which enmurages the hearer to change or improve 
hisher behavior or attitude) 
a. (giving wisdom or reminders) 
e.g.: -- It's important to pmfread every document you type and make SUE that 
there is no mistake before it gets to our client in order to look professional. 
b. (offering a specific solution to a problem) 
e.g.: -- You might want to try coming in a little bit earlier to avoid 
inconveniencing others. 
-- If you check your work next time, it will save us a lot of time and 
trouble. 
c. -st for & (asking for improvement) 
e.g.: -- Could you please try to attend every meeting we have h m  now on? 
-- It would be a~ureciated if you uied to avoid smoking in the conference 
-. - 
room. 
5.  (justiQ a criticism by reference to a possibility of negative 
consequences should the offending situation remain unaltered) 
a. 7(via non-approval lack of consent) 
es . :  -- I'm worried what this incidence (of vour being mde to the customer) 
" - 
would do to our company's ~ ~ u t a t i o i  
-- I'm not s m  if it's a good idea to allow an outsider to use our computer. 
. . b. 
e.g.: -- You might get yourself into trouble, though, if the boss fiids out about 
this. 
-- If there is a security leak, my friend, you'll be out of job. 
. . .  6. to ou- (placing the responsibility for negative 
judgment on a s o m e  unrelated to the sueaker) 
a. M r e n c e  to a tlu&ix& 
e.g.: -- Some of the other employees have k e n  complaining about this (the new 
scheduling you proposed). 
b. to corn- 
e.g.: -- Our company does not allow this sort of thing to happen. 
-- Tardiness and lack of attendance to meetings are not in keeping with 
the company policy. 
C. Boldlv face-threateh ( k t  or harsh criticism) 
7. Ex~licit c r i w  (stmightforwad, undisquised critical remark) 
a. 
e.g.: -- I've noticed that you've been keeping our valued customers wait to do 
business. 
b. (of the hea r ' s  behavior or product) 
e.g.: -- This plan you suggested does not take cam of our problems. 
-- I'm surprised at how casually you invite your friend in to use our 
computers. 
. . 
c. Auth- (&lived from a superior to a subordinate) 
e.g.: -- I expect you to be at the information counter at all times. 
-- It's your responsibility to always take care of our customers when they 
need helm 
d. il2mmd 
e.g.: -- You must stop leaving the information counter unattended from now on, 
O.K.? 
-- Make it a point to come in earlier in the future. 
8. h i v e  cnticim (harsh or insulting remarks) 
a. Smasm 
e.g.: -- Which counter did you drop by today (instead of the one you were 
su~oosed to be at)? You don't have to service anywhere else vou know -- 
jui{be at this counter, O.K.? 
b. Personal  blame^ 
e.g.: -- Because of you, we are losing customers. 
- 
c . - r n  
e.g.: -- If you can't attend our meetings on time, I'll fiid somebdy else who 
can. 
d. .â‚¬mi 
e.g.: -- Your behavior is a disgrace to our company. 
-- You are such an irresponsible person. 
Hence, in addition to the original rating of B, M, or N, responses to each item were further 
coded f i r  the specific strategies of criticism listed abve. The criterion for coding a particular 
remark as a criticism was that it contained an implied or dkct negative evaluation of the hearer or 
the hearer's actions, and that it was capable of standing on its own in this way rather than simply 
functioning as a supportive move within the response. Each critical remark was taken as 
representing one and only one criticism strategy and was coded as such; however, combinations of 
two or mom strategies registering at the same level of facethreat within a response were a common 
feature of the data. 
Example: Combination of strategies within same level of f a c e - h t :  moderately face- 
threatening criticisms 
"Is there a reason why you are coming into work late? (Strategy 3: inquiry) Have you 
noticed that there are customers waiting for you? (Strategy 3: inquiry) For our business with the 
general public, we need to be ready when our business opens its doors ... that means all of us. 
(Strategy 2: tacit criticism)." 
Interrater reliability for coding of the Dm responses was determined through a sampling of 
10% of all data. Reliability ratings for the American and Thai data were 92.90% and 91.94%, 
respectively. 
Analyses performed on the D m  data included chi-square and descriptive statistics. Chi- 
square analyses (Table 1) focused on the interaction of status situation (H-->L, E-->E, and L-->HI 
with the d e w e  of f a c e - h a t  (B, M, or N) contained in Thai and American criticisms. Separate 
chi-square analyses were performed on responses a m s s  all items as well as on each of the three 
status situations and each face-threat category. A significance level of .Ol was used in evaluating 
the results. Frquencies (%) were also tabulated for this set of data (Table 2) and, additionally, for 
response-type rank within status situation (Table 31, shifting in level of face-threat (Table 4). use 
of criticism strategies (Table 51, patterns of supportive moves (Table 61, number of criticisms and 
supportive moves per response (Table 71, and use of modality markers (Table 8). 
For the rating scale data, means and standard deviations were tabulated for the subjects' 
ratings of B, M, and N responses for items in each of the three status situations (Tables 9 and 10). 
Results were then analyzed by use of hvefactor repeated measures ANOVAs (Table 1 I), again 
utilizing a .Ol significance level. In addition, mean scores were c o m p d  to determine d n g s  of 
response-types within status situations for both Thais and Americans (Table 12). Fially, a 
comparison of ANOVA results with previous chi-squm findings was made (Table 13). and 
response-tp rankings by status setting for Dm and rating scale results were also compared 
(Table 14). 
(1) 
1.1 k v e l  of f a c e - h a t  
Statistical results for the DCT portion of the questionnak a r ~   ported in Tables 1-8. As 
displayed in Table 1.1, chi-squm analysis (p<.Ol) showed a significant difference between Thais 
and Americans a m s s  all items (chi-square=26.0990, df=8), signifying an overall difference 
between the two groups in level of face-threat given in responses across status situations. Further 
chi-square analyses of responses to items grouped by interlocutor status (Tables 1.2-1.4) revealed 
a significant difference. in Thai and American responses for only one of the tluee status settings, 
i.e., H-->L (chi-square=l6.7044, df=2). 
A closer look at responses for H-->L items (Table 1.2) indicates a strong preference among 
Americans for boldly face-threatening criticisms @), while Thais preferred to use moderately face- 
threate~ng remarks (M) in such cases. It is also worth noting that in this status setting there were 
no instances of Americans choosing to use a non face-threatening response (N), while in a few 
cases (5.22%) Thais did indeed choose to opt out. 
Overall, when permntage scores are examined (Table 21, it is clear that both groups vary 
the level of face-threat used in criticisms according to the mpective status of the interlocutors 
involved The two groups show the most similarity in doing so when responding to L-->H items 
and the least in H-->L, with E-->E responses falliig somewhere in between. 
Additionally, results displayed by the ranking of response-types within status situations 
(Table 3) show a marked similarity between Thais and Americans in the responses given in E-->E 
and L-->H situations. In both cases, each group preferred M followed by B and, lastly, by N. In 
fact, Thais showed the same pattern across all three status settings, but Americans in H-->L items, 
as mentioned previously, were more apt to use B than M, with N remaining a constant third 
choice. 
Turning to a comparison of overall use of specific levels of face-threat in critical remarks, 
chi-square analyses (Tables 1.5-1.7) showed a significant difference (chi-square=ll.9758, df=2) 
between Thais and Americans only in their use of N responses across status situations. The 
greatest difference here occurred in E-->E status situations where Thais opted out in 10.37% of 
responses compared with 2.44% for Americans (see Table 2). Frequency totals for both groups 
(Table 2) show Thais utilizing N responses in 9.65% of all cases as opposed to 6.47% for 
Americans. These figures fall far below those for use of M and B, and seem to suggest that opting 
out is a viable but only occasionally used tactic for Thais and Americans alike. 
Total use of M was 58.17% for Thais and 52.02% for Americans, highest of the three 
types of responses for both groups. For Thais, a majority of respondents in each of the three 
status settings chose to use M, showing a distinct preference by Thais to criticize in a moderately 
face-threatening manner regardless of the status of the respective interlocutors. Americans, on the 
other hand, utilized M primarily in the E-->E status setting (70.73%). while in H-->L and L-->H 
M was used in substantial numbers (37.60% and 47.97% respectively) but in less than a majority 
of responses. 
The use of B is most notable because of the prevalence of shifts in level of face-threat 
found to be associated with its use. To gain a clearer perspective on this matter, it may be recalled 
that responses containing both B and M were classified solely as B in the coding of the DCT data 
since it was felt that the level of face-threat for a given response should be measured by the force of 
the strongest criticism contained within that response. However, as noted previously, mixed B/M 
responses were sub-categorized as "shifting" for the sake of a separate analysis of B responses. 
Results of this analysis are exhibited in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. 
As evidenced by Table 4.1, shifting occurred in a majority (55.28%) of all B responses. 
While this tactic was employed with much greater frequency by Americans than Thais (68.18% 
vs.40.00% of all B responses for each p u p ,  respectively), it was clearly a common occurrence 
for both p u p s .  Moreover, American and Thai subjects were alike in employing the shifting 
response primarily in H-->L status situations (56.19% and 61.54% of d occmnces, 
respectively). In terms of sequencing, the most popular style of shifting levels of f a c e - h a t  while 
criticizing was to &gin with a boldly face-threatening criticism and then mitigate this remark with a 
moderately face-threatening comment, thus resulting in a B->M pattern. Both Thais and 
Americans utilized this pattern of shifting to a much p a t e r  extent than any other (see Table 4.2). 
1.2 
Realization of criticism strategies by Thais and Americans is reflected in the coding system 
for DCT analysis. Data concerning frequency of use of the seven major criticism strategies and 
single opt out tactic are reported in Table 5. Overall, both Thais and Americans made the most use 
of Strategy 4: move for improvement (Thais=36.45% and Amencans=30.88% of all criticisms 
delivered), followed by Strategy 7: explicit criticism (Thais=24.42% and Americans=28.43%). 
These two strategies were often used in tandem, thus promoting a higher level of frequency for 
both strategies. A divergence in style was shown by each group's third choice of strategy: Thais 
preferred Strategy 2: tacit criticism (12.03%). especially in L->H settings, while Americans 
utilized Strategy 3: inquiry (17.65%). Thai tacit comments (i.e., hints) were at times distinguished 
by expressions of prsonal concern for the hearer which housed subtly critical messages withii 
them. American questioning strategies, on the other hand, were usually direct references to the 
offensive act which stopped short of ass ig~ng the hearer respnsibiiity for the negative or 
unpleasant state of affairs. 
iLxQm&: 
Item 4: Employee noticed that new manager smoked during a conference, causing others to feel 
uneasy. Helshe speaks with the manager immediately afterwards. 
Thai (Strategy 2): "Yesterday I h a p p e d  to read an article in a newspaper about how smoking 
affects our body, and I was thinking about you because I know you smoke. I was womed 
about your health k a u s e  according to the article smoking only does bad thiigs to our 
health. Maybe. I should show you the article sometime." 
American (Strategy 3): "I know you care a lot about those under your charge. Most of the 
employees are not vev  fond of cigarette smoke--do you think your smoking in the 
meetings might be b o t h e ~ g  them?" 
American hints, when they did occur, were constructed differently from those given by 
Thais. The American style of hinting was brief, usually relying on one or two statements to get the 
point across. Thais, on the other hand, often made use of a narrative style when hinting to imply 
criticism, weaving an intricate "story", occasionally coupled with an adage or proverb, around the 
intended message. American brevity and the Thai style of talking around the topic are illustrated 
below: 
EkmQh: 
Item 7: Employee disturbed that colleague allows hisher friend from outside to use company's 
computers, thereby risking a security leak. Employee has a talk with that colleague. 
Thak "I've never seen any computer system as modem as what we've got he= at our company. 
You know, I once wanted to learn how to use computers and I wanted to try the computer 
system at my friend's company. And you h o w  what happened? I went to see my friend 
but I couldn't even touch their computers. My friend said, "Absolutely not!" because 
there was some confidential information in their computers. And so I ended up just having 
a look at them without touching. He said, "See with your eyes but h n ' t  touch with your 
had--had lead to frouble [Thai proverb]." 
American: "It's amazing that our computer system can do so much. But it can also do it all for 
others, too--like outsiders who may be involved with our competitors." 
An explomtion of strategy use within the three status contexts provides M e r  insight on 
differences in usage. Firstly, for Americans, the E-->E status setting is uNque in that it appears to 
promote: (a) more inquiry (Strategy 3). (b) moE concern for consequences (Strategy 51, and (c) 
less move for improvement (Strategy 4) than in H-->L or L-->H situations. All three of these 
strategies fall within the domain of moderately face-threate~ng criticism. Thus, though M is used 
frequently across all status situations, Americans a p p d  to considerably alter their style of giving 
such criticism when speaking with co-workers or status equals. 
As for Thais, the H-->L status setting is noteworthy in that it appears to deter the use of 
tacit criticism (Strategy 2) while pmmoting greater use of move for improvement (Strategy 4). 
Hence, the Thai proclivity for hinting dws not seem to carry over to superior-to-subordinate 
criticisms, which tm marked instead by more dkctive comments such as offers of advice or 
suggestions. 
1.3 hooortive moves 
In addition to criticisms, responses were also analyzed to determine the prevalence and 
form of supportive moves (i.e., adjuncts to criticism). This analysis is described in the appendix 
and summarized in Table 6. Highlights of the results am discussed below. 
Overall, Americans showed a far water  tendency to pad their criticisms with supportive 
moves, making use of such remarks more than twice as often as their Thai counterparts (238 total 
occurrences for Americans vs. 121 for Thais). This ratio held m e  across all thme status contexts. 
Concerning the specific moves utilized, both Thais and Americans made greatest use of 
compliments, but American usage was over two and one-half times m m  frequent than that of 
Thais (99 vs.40 occurrences, respectively), and nearly four times more frequent than their own 
next most popular move, preparatory remark (26 occurrences). Expressions of gratitude (25 
occurrences) and empathy (20 occurrences) were also employed with a relatively high d e w  of 
frequency by Americans. Thai pdcipants, in addition to using compliments, showed a perference 
for use of justification (34 occurrences) to support or round out a criticism, whiie the other 11 
categories were drawn upon sparsely. Interestingly, Thais never used "personal concern" as a 
supportive move, though, as previously mentioned, expressions of ~ r s o n d  concern for the hearer 
were a common fea tw of Thai hints used as criticisms. 
R e g a g  pdcular  status settings, Thais p r e f e d  to use compliments and/or jus
tifi
cation 
in each status arrangement, with compliments being especially ppular (20 occurrences) in H-->L 
situations. Americans also made most frequent use of compliments in all t h m  status settings, with 
occumnce in H-->L (45) and L-->H (37) exceediig that of E-->E (17). The next choice of 
supportive move for Americans, however, appears to have been status-influenced. In H-->L 
items, occurrences of expressions of gratitude were fnquent (22). whiie in E-->E situations it was 
topic openers (15) and in L-->H preparatory remarks (12). 
1.4 of criti-ortive mova  
As displayed in Table 7.1, H-->L status settings promoted the greatest number of criticisms 
per response and L-->H the fewest for each group. As for supportive moves used per response, 
Table 7.2 shows Thais to be fairly consistent across the three status settings. Americans, by 
contrast, produced higher ratios for H-->L and L-->H status settings compared with the E-->E 
context. Regardless of status setting, however, Americans produced a shikingly higher number of 
supportive moves per response than did Thais, with a total ratio which mom than doubled the Thai 
figure (Thais=.35 vs. Americans=.78 supportive moves per response). Hence, when evidence for 
frequency of supportive moves per response is combined with data for frequency of criticisms 
(Table 7.31, a clear pattern emerges: the American respondents had a far stronger tendency to 
elaborate when delivering criticism than did their Thai counteprts. 
1.5 
An analysis of modality markers (Table 81, based on categories developed by House & 
Kasper (1981). has been included to help provide a more complete p m y a l  of Thai and American 
criticism styles. First, in utilizing downgraders, Thais made more frequent use of understaters ("a 
little bit/a little") while Americans showed a greater preference for hedges ("kind of '), consultative 
devices ("just", "probably") and minus committers ("sounds like", "looh like"). The greatest 
similarity between the two groups came in using the politeness marker "please" in H->L settings 
and the minus commitkr "I think/I believe" in L->H settings. These expressions were also the 
most commonly used of all mcdality markers for each group. 
Next, the use of upgraders was characterized by an American pference for the intensitiers 
"really" and "so", as well as for the intensifier ''very'' in H-->L status settings, while Thais made 
more frequent use of the rhetorical appeal "I'd like you to". In addition, each group made frequent 
use of the rhetorical appeal ''my to" in H-->L status settings. 
(2) sah 
Results for the rating scale portion of the questionnak are reported in Tables 9-12. In this 
section, Thais gave notably higher ratings to the supplied responses than did Americans. In fact, 
Thais rated responses of all levels of face-&at (i.e., B, M, and N) more highly than Americans in 
d three status situations (see Table 9). As displayed in Table 10, this is reflected in higher mean 
ratings for Thais in every statistical comparison, including total mean scores (3.485 for Thais VS. 
2.803 for Americans out of a possible 6.0 maximum score). Furthermore, the standad deviation 
of mean ratings for Thais was 0.995 as opposed to 0.901 for Americans. Thus, Thai mean scores 
we= consistently higher and slightly more diverse than those of Americans. 
In further analysis, a two-factor repeated measures ANOVA (&=I; pe.01) performed on 
overall results Fable 11.1) showed a significant difference betwen Thai and American m h g s  
across all items, with substantial variation in scores for particular status settings. Subsequent 
ANOVAs (&=I; pq.01) conducted on results by status setting and level of face-threat indicated a 
significant difference between Thai and American ratings of responses supplied in each of the thxw 
status situations, with significant interaction effects (a=& p<.Ol) in the H-->L and E-->E settings, 
but not in L-->H (see Tables 11.2-1 1.4). Subsequent examination of these results showed that the 
gxeatest diffe~nce between Thais and Americans in both H-->L a d  E-->E settings occwred in 
ratings given to N responses, with Thais d e l i v e ~ g  considembly higher ratings in both situations. 
In the L-->H setting, Thais produced substantially higher ratings for all three response-types, with 
the most noticeable difference again occurring for N msponses (see Table 9). 
ANOVAs (df=l; ~ ~ 0 1 )  conducted on mean ratings of response-types across status 
situations (Tables 11.5-1 1.7) demonstrated that Thais and Americans differed significantly in 
ratings given to M and N responses. In the case of M responses, a significant interaction effect 
was also found, with the MiL-->H arrangement producing somewhat lower s c m s  for Americans 
than for Thais (see Table 9), though this was stiI1 the favored response-type for Americans in this 
setting. Differences in ratings ofN responses, on the other hand, were considerable in each status 
situation; thus, no interaction effect was found for this response-type. ANOVA for B responses 
showed no sig~ficant difference between the two groups overall, although BL-->H did receive 
proportionally stronger ratings from Thais than Ameticans. 
Consistent with ANOVA results, the comparison of differences in mean ratings displayed 
in Table 10 demonstrates that the most substantial gaps between Thais and Americans occurred in 
three particular response-type/status setting configurations: N/E-->E, N/H-->L, and NL-->H. 
Hence, regardless of status setting, Thais and Americans differed most strongly in their ratings of 
N responses. 
It should be noted, however, that for both groups mean ratings for N responses did vary 
with status setting, with ratings of N in H-->L settings being substantially lower than those in the 
E-->E and L-->H situations. Thus, rating scale results confirmed DCT findings in suggesting that 
while opting out of criticism is apparently a more plausible discourse alternative for Thais, both 
groups feel that the relative appropriacy of such a tactic is dependent on the status of the particular 
interlocutors involved. 
The results discussed above highlight differences found in the intensity of Thai and 
American preferences for use of certain types of critical remarks in particular status settings. 
However, certain broad-scale similarities were also exhibited. First, as shown in Table 10, each 
group gave its highest ratings overall to M responses and its lowest to N. Moreover, as displayed 
in Table 12, when each group's preferences for response types are ranked within status situations, 
identical patterns emerge: M responses are ranked first, B second, and N third in both H-->L and 
L-->H status settings, while a B, M, N order is preferred in E-->E situations. Thus, contrary to 
DCT results, responses to rating scale items indicate that both groups make more allowance for B 
in E-->E status settings and, therefore, that criticisms in this setting may require a less conservative 
choice in level of face-threat than are necessary in either L-->H or H-->L situations. 
mm su arv and Comnarison of Results 
While no statistical test may be used to directly measure differences or similarities in the 
DCT and rating scale data, a descriptive examination and comparison of their respective results is 
possible and will be utilized here in order to arrive at a cogent assessment of whether the two 
methods corroborate each other's findings. First, in comparing chi-square (DCT) and ANOVA 
(rating scale) results (Table 13), it is clear that both sets of data show an overall difference in Thai 
and American responses to the questionnaire items, and that the two groups vary the level of face- 
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threat preferred in their responses in recognition of the status of the interlocutors involved in the 
exchange. Furthermore, both sets of findings show significant differences in the H-->L status 
context, though the ANOVA for the rating scale data shows a significant interaction for use of N 
(with American ratings notably lower than those of Thais) while DCT data show the probable 
source of significance to be the considerable gap between American and Thai use of B (with 
Americans here showing greater use than is found for Thais). A more convincing similarity is 
exhibited in the mutual display of significance for overall use of N, with substantial differences 
between the two groups' responses occurring in the E-->E status context for DCT data and the 
E-->E,and H-->L settings for rating scale data. Finally, results of chi-squares and ANOVAs also 
- /' 
concur in showing that no significant differences between groups exist for overall production or 
assessment of B responses. 
Despite the congruence displayed in these results, several inconsistencies in findings of 
significance are also evident. While ANOVAs for rating scale data show significant differences 
between groups in the E-->E and L-->H status settings, as well as for the overall use of M, chi- 
squares for DCT responses show no significant differences between Americans andThais in these 
areas. Thus, though tests of significance for DCT and rating scale results matched in certain areas 
(i.e., overall, H-->L, N, and B), they were divergent in others (i.e., E-->E, L-->H, and M). 
In addition to an examination of significant findings, it is also felt that preferences shown 
by each group for the use of various levels of face-threat within status situations, as determined by 
post hoc statistical rankings of frequency of usage (for DCT) and of mean scores of assessment 
(for rating scales), may also serve as a means of data comparison. Table 14 displays such 
rankings, contrasting DCT and rating scale results as they are represented by each group's 
preferences for use of either B, M, or N remarks in each status setting. As this table indicates, the 
L-->H setting produces entirely consistent results for Thais and Americans, with an M-B-N 
preference order found within and across rankings. In the E-->E context, the two groups match 
within each set of results, but rankings between data sets are dissimilar. Specifically, M-B-N is 
again the preference ranking for both groups in the DCT data, but rating scale results show a B-M- 
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N preference for both Thais and Americans in this context. Lastly, in the H-->L status setting, the 
two groups show identical preferences within the rating scale data (i.e., M-B-N), but not in DCT 
results where the American B-M-N ranking contrasts with the Thai preference order of M-B-N. 
A further examination of rankings within each group's responses shows that the M-B-N 
preference order is most prevalent for both Thais and Americans, but that fluctuations between the 
two sets of results are again apparent. For Thais, rating scale responses in the E-->E status setting 
produced the only instance in which this group's subjects favored criticisms employing B rather 
than M. Thus, Thai assessment proved to be bolder than production in this context. Americans, 
for their part, were similar to Thais in showing bolder tendencies on rating scale than DCT items in 
the E-->E setting. However, in the H-->L status context this pattern was reversed as their 
production of criticisms was bolder than their assessment of critical remarks. The L-->H status 
context then, as mentioned, was the only setting in which DCT and rating scale results completely 
corroborated one another. Thus, this comparison of rankings, like the preceding comparison of 
significant findings, reveals both overlap and divergence in DCT and rating scale results. 
DISCUSSION 
Concerning research question 1, commonalities in results yielded by DCT and rating scale 
data indicate that certain shared qualities exist in Thai and American styles of realizing criticism 
strategies in business interactions. F i t ,  both groups generally favor the use of moderately face- 
threatening criticisms, while also showing strong support for employing boldly face-threatening 
remarks in some situations. Moreover, the utilization of multiple levels of face-threat (i.e., 
shifting) within a set of criticisms is common to both groups, with shifts from boldly to moderately 
face-threatening remarks occurring most frequently for each. Finally, while both Thais and 
Americans make use of a broad range of criticisms, the same two strategies, i.e., move for 
improvement (Strategy 4) and explicit criticism (Strategy 7) are most popular for each group. This 
finding differs from D'Amico-Reisner's (1983) observation that middle-class Americans make 
most frequent use of response-expected questions in expressions of disapproval, though such a 
difference may stem from a lack of similarity in the social contexts relevant to the studies. 
Despite these basic similarities, however, some elements of the results suggest that Thais 
and Americans do in fact possess their own distinct ways of responding to business situations in 
which opportunities to criticize others arise. First, as reflected in both DCT and rating scale data, it 
is clear that Thais have a more favorable attitude towards the use of non face-threatening remarks, 
or opting out (Strategy l), than do Americans. Given that Thai subjects were also more inclined to 
employ tacit criticism, or hinting (Strategy 2), it appears that overall the less face-threatening end of 
the criticism hierarchy is a province of speech behavior more readily called upon by speakers of 
Thais than by speakers of American English. This finding is consonant with previously cited 
research on Thai and American communication patterns (e.g., Stewart, 1972; Fieg, 1976, 1989) 
which portrayed Americans as willing to express their dissatisfactions, in contrast with a general 
reluctance on the part of Thais to do so. 
Next, as evidenced by their usage of a greater number of criticisms and supportive moves 
per response and, to some extent, by their preference for using upgraders as modality markers, 
Americans appear prone to employ an elaborate and somewhat insistent style when criticizing 
which contrasts with the briefer, more hesitant comments delivered by Thais. Only in the use of 
tacit criticisms, as discussed earlier, was this pattern reversed. Furthermore, the recurrent 
appearance of compliments interwoven with American critical remarks indicates that Americans 
often attempt to avoid offending others, or to compensate for their potentially offensive remarks, 
by attaching praise to their face-threatening comments. This compensatory style is also reflected in 
Americans' tendency to shift from boldly to moderately face-threatening remarks within a single set 
of critical comments, a tactic also used, but to a far lesser degree, by Thais. 
In view of the various patterns described above, it appeals that Thais and Americans share 
broad characteristics in criticizing others, but deal with the face-threatening implications of their 
remarks in distinctly different manners. While Americans are inclined to show consideration for 
the feelings of their fellow interlocutors by offering praise or by following boldly face-threatening 
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comments with moderate ones to mitigate the force of the intial blast, Thais will at times display 
consideration through use of highly implicit comments such as hinting, or by saying nothing at all 
by way of opting out. It is also interesting to note that Thais prefer to use the less insistent, more 
self-effacing form of modality marker, i.e., downgraders, in the realization of their criticisms. 
Hence, Thai and American interactional styles correspond roughly to the positive 
(American) and negative (Thai) politeness systems described by Brown & Levinson (1978). No 
claims are made here for the generalizability of this finding to the use of FTAs in other social 
settings, but a difference in politeness system orientation does appear to hold true for these two 
groups in business situations. 
Regarding research question 2, which concerns the influence of status--the primary 
contextual variable under consideration in this study--on the use of criticism, results from the two 
data collection techniques demonstrate that the level of face-threat favored in both Thai and 
American critical remarks fluctuates in recognition of interlocutor status. As will be discussed 
later, however, the precise ways in which these fluctuations occur is not clear due to conflicting 
DCT-rating scale findings. Nevertheless, a closer inspection of results pertaining to each of the 
three status contexts does provide further insight on likenesses and contrasts in the manner and 
form of Thai and American criticisms. 
Beginning with the H-->L status setting, the greater number of criticisms offered in this 
context respective to the other two suggests that both groups feel less restraint in criticizing others 
when placed in the role of supervisor speaking to subordinate. Indeed, many subjects were 
inclined to reprove subordinates by giving them a "lecture", that is, by use of a set of linked 
criticisms focused on the offensive act. However, the supervisor's license to be more openly 
critical, at least relative to the co-worker or subordinate positions, also seems coupled with an 
obligation to offset the unpleasant effect of delivering face-threatening information through use of 
more positive, "face-saving" comments, as both groups show their highest rates for complimenting 
in this status setting. As Wolfson (1989) has previously observed, Americans view compliments 
on performance as vital to the relationship of boss and employee. Hence, it is not surprising to 
find American supervisors, at least, mixing positive remarks such as compliments and expressions 
of gratitude with their critical comments. 
As for Thais, DCT and rating scale results agree in showing that Thai subjects generally 
favored the use of moderately rather than boldly face-threatening criticisms in this status context. 
Such a finding lends support to Komin's (1990) observation that Thais prefer a supervisor who 
focuses on maintaining good relations with employees by adopting a "soft" approach in 
interactions, thereby encouraging the employees themselves to assume a cooperative attitude. The 
vigor of this argument is subdued, however, by recognition of the substantial number of boldly 
face-threatening criticisms which were found to accompany the milder comments in the DCT data. 
Interestingly, both Thais and Americans were shown to employ shifting levels of face- 
threat in their critical remarks with the greatest amount of frequency in the H-->L context, 
indicating that supervisors are allowed more leeway to shift than co-workers or subordinates. In 
addition, for each group most shifting follows a "downward" pattern, beginning with boldly and 
ending with moderately face-threatening comments. This may reflect a shared template for use of 
boldly face-threatening criticisms in H-->L settings wherein supervisors first make their intentions 
clear by directly naming the offensive act, but then elaborate in softer tones by making use of one 
or more remarks of a milder nature. 
It is notable that neither group seems to approve of opting out in this context, as shown by 
the sparse instances of production and the low assessment ratings given to non face-threatening 
responses. This could reflect a mutual feeling that it would be neglect of duty for a supervisor not 
to comment on a subordinate's error, or simply that the social discomfort involved in criticizing a 
subordinate is much less than in criticizing co-workers or supervisors. 
When status roles are reversed, the subordinate-to-supervisor (L-->H) setting yields the 
most constantly similar responses from Americans and Thais. As described earlier, this is the only 
context which produced a match in rankings of levels of face-threat used in criticisms both between 
Thais and Americans and across the two data collection techniques. Given the conformity of these 
results, and the fact that the number of criticisms per response was also lowest in this setting for 
each group, it is apparent that commonalities exist between Thais and Americans concerning their 
perception of the subordinate's role in delivering criticisms to a supervisor. 
The co-woker to co-worker ( E-->E) setting is most noteworthy in that DCT results for 
Americans, but not for Thais, show a patterned departure from those produced in the other status 
settings. Specifically, Americans produced fewer supportive moves and, consequently, fewer 
criticisms-plus-supportive moves per response in this situation, with the number of compliments 
produced being twice as infrequent in the L-->H setting and three times less frequent than in 
r 7 '  
H-->L.^T~~S finding is not consistent with the Bulge Theory put forth by Wolfson (1989), which 
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holds that Americans tend to be more elaborate with co-workers, status equal friends, and non- 
intimates than with strangers, status unequals, and intimates due to the relatively unstable status 
relationships involved in the former groupings. In this study, at least, American subjects 
apparently did not feel as much of a need to embellish their speech when making critical remarks to 
peers as they did when criticizing either subordinates or supervisors, perhaps reflecting an 
assumption of a greater degree of informality and comfort in co-worker relationships than in the 
relationships of status unequal figures. 
A further departure from the Bulge Theory may be seen in the level of directness preferred 
in E-->E status situations within the rating scale data. In this context, subjects favored boldly 
rather than moderately face-threatening criticisms, in contradiction to Wolfson's claim that 
American interlocutors who are socially distant from one another use more direct forms of speech 
than those who are peers. However, since DCT results do not corroborate this finding, results of 
the present study are inconclusive on this point. 
In addition to being less elaborate in critical remarks to co-workers, Americans also alter 
their style of delivering moderately face-threatening criticisms. The E-->E status setting tends to 
promote their use of inquiry (Strategy 3) and concern for consequences (Strategy 5), as noted 
previously, while suppressing the use of move for improvement (Strategy 4). In contrast with 
Thais, who used move for improvement regularly and with similar degrees of frequency across all 
three status settings, Americans appear somewhat reluctant to utilize advice, suggestions, or 
requests for repair (the specific sub-strategies of move for improvement) with co-workers, 
preferring instead to question them or to express concern for the negative outcomes which might 
follow should the offending situation or behavior remain unchanged. Since, for Americans, move 
for improvement occurs primarily in the H-->L status setting, it may be the case that Americans 
identify this particular strategy with the supervisory role and, in an effort to avoid giving 
themselves an inappropriate air of authority, downplay its use when criticizing co-workers, instead 
choosing other strategies which carry approximately the same level of face-threat. Given that this 
analysis is speculative, further investigation is recommended to explore this phenomenon, and 
Americans' conspicuous absence of "bulge-type" behavior in delivering criticisms in the 
workplace, in greater detail. 
A discussion of research question 3, concerning the comparability of results generated by 
the DCT and rating scale procedures, is perhaps best prefaced by an examination of each method's 
relative contribution to a better understanding of the pragmatic issues here under consideration. 
Both data elicitation techniques have provided insights on the perceived social appropriateness of 
various levels of face-threat employed in offering criticisms, as well as the effects that interlocutor 
status arrangements have upon this form of speech behavior. However, as should be expected, 
DCTs provided a much richer source of data than rating scales, making possible a relatively full 
description of Thai and American criticism styles. More specifically, the identification and analysis 
of forms and variations of criticism strategies, supportive moves, and modality markers, along 
with the evaluation of frequency patterns for criticisms and supportive moves, have been derived 
entirely from DCT responses. Rating scale results, while less complex, have allowed observation 
of subjects' judgments concerning the appropriateness of a variety of criticism realization patterns 
in different status settings and, thus, have served to provide an alternative perspective on the 
questions posed regarding the conveyance of criticism by Thais and Americans in business 
contexts. As such, results from the rating scale procedures, while less extensive, have served to 
complement those generated by DCTs, with each set of findings adding greater depth to the current 
investigation. 
Overall, however, in view of the mixed results yielded by DCT and rating scale 
procedures, it must be concluded that these two data elicitation techniques only partially 
corroborate each other in the present study. Nevertheless, considering Kasper & Dahl's (1991) 
observation that "a good method is one that is able to shed light on the questions under study" 
(p.42), it is felt that both procedures contributed more than adequately here. As mentioned, each 
served to illuminate the central point of concern in this study's investigation of criticism, that being 
the influence of interlocutor status, by providing sound evidence that for both Thais and Americans 
level of face-threat interacts markedly with status when choice of criticism is made in business 
contexts. Thus, each procedure helped to confirm Beebe & Takahashi's (1989a.b) observation 
that culture-based stereotypes of directness and indirectness in speech are often oversimplified and 
misleading images which ignore the fact that status can be frequently a decisive variable in 
determining which level of directness or face-threat will ultimately be used by an interlocutor in a 
given exchange. In short, both methods proved useful in confirming the impact of status on the 
realization of Thai and American criticism strategies, but inconsistencies in their results preclude a 
complete and accurate assessment of the manner in which that impact is manifested in patterns of 
speech behavior. 
Such inconsistencies may, in large measure, be due to the data collection procedures' 
influence on subjects' responses. To take one example, there is disparity in American data in the 
H-->L context, where production of criticisms on DCT items is bolder than assessment of criticism 
options in the rating scale format. In considering the possible reason for such a divergence, it is 
interesting to note that the responses provided in rating scale items were non-elaborative; that is, 
they contained a single criticism and a minimum of supportive moves. On the other hand, the 
majority of boldly face-threatening criticisms employed by American subjects in their DCT 
responses were either followed or preceded, firstly, by more indirect criticisms carrying a reduced 
amount of face-threat and, secondly, by a variety of supportive moves which served to lessen the 
force of the direct comments. Therefore, it is entirely possible that American subjects prefered the 
moderately face-threatening remarks on rating scale items because the bold comments were not 
surrounded by mitigators of any kind and were thus seen as overly direct and forceful. 
In addition to within-group variation illustrated by the preceding example, certain observed 
differences between Thais and Americans may also be attributable to each group's unique way of 
handling the data elicitation procedures themselves. Looking first at results obtained from the 
rating scale portion of the questionnaire, it seems that Thai subjects may have employed a different 
scoring norm when rating responses than did their American peers. Since mean ratings for Thais 
exceeded those of Americans in every instance, the reported significant differences derived through 
ANOVAs must be accepted with some degree of caution. Consequently, the inclusion and analysis 
of rankings for levels of face-threat preferred in criticisms in each status situation, and the use of 
other descriptive data such as the comparison of observed differences in particular sets of Thai and 
American mean scores, have served to enhance the understanding and strengthen the interpretation 
of results produced by rating scale procedures in this study. 
As for the data garnered from the DCT portion of the questionnaire, one of the clearest 
findings produced is that, overall, Americans tend to be more elaborate than Thais when delivering 
criticisms in business settings. However, it is possible that this difference in elaboration reflects a 
disparity in attitude towards, or experience in, completing a questionnaire of this nature rather than 
an actual divergence in speech behavior. As noted by Beebe & Cummings (1985), the inability to 
satisfactorily assess the characteristic length of response is one of the inherent weaknesses of 
Discourse Completion questionnaires. To ameliorate this problem, it would be useful to conduct 
retrospective interviews with subjects after they have completed the DCT to augment the 
information gathered on the written form. Furthermore, conversational performance data in the 
form of open or closed role plays, or observation of authentic discourse in actual business 
contexts, could be utilized either in lieu of or in addition to the DCT format. In either case, the data 
taken from these sources would involve verbal interaction and negotiation (replete with hesitation, 
restatement, and emotional overtones) and, hence, would provide a more fertile and complex set of 
data than has been examined in this study. Additionally, in light of Itintell& Mitchell's (1989) 
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suggestion that a higher level of directness may be more socially legitimate in writing than in 
speech, verbal data would serve as a check on the directness level of the written responses obtained 
in this investigation. In essence, then, the considerable difference found in this study between 
Thai and American elaboration, as well as other aspects of style and substance relevant to the 
realization of business-related criticisms, awaits substantiation by means of supplemental or 
alternative data collection methods. 
CONCLUSION 
Despite certain discrepancies in results produced by the DCT and rating scale procedures, 
congruent findings within the present study reveal areas of both conformance and non- 
conformance in Thai and American realizations of criticism strategies, as well as in the ways in 
which these strategies are influenced by interlocutor status in business settings. More precisely, it 
appears that the role of subordinates in delivering criticisms is fairly similar in both cultures, while 
differences in approaches exist for supervisors and, to a lesser extent, for co-workers. 
Furthermore, though the two groups appear to operate from opposing politeness systems, it is 
evident that neither adheres entirely to the stereotypes which are frequently assigned to their 
respective styles of communication. That is, Thais were shown not to be constantly indirect and 
non-assertive in their comments, just as Americans were not excessively direct or confrontational 
in their remarks. 
These findings may have important implications for Thai-American business interactions, 
particularly in cases where a member of one culture is in a position to supervise workers from the 
other. An understanding of the expectations surrounding the supervisory role and approach when 
delivering criticisms would help to prevent intercultural misunderstandings which might otherwise 
jeopardize supervisor-subordinate relationships and, consequently, the smooth running of a 
commercial enterprise. 
In considering applications of this study's results to various aspects of business or other 
forms of interaction, however, certain limitations inherent in the present design should not be 
overlooked. For example, it must be recognized that the respondents, as college business majors, 
may not fully represent Thai or American corporate culture. Thus, it is felt that research 
incorporating subjects who are in fact company employees would constitute a more valid 
representation of speech behavior in business contexts. Moreover, it should also be noted that 
since language used at work is often of a different son than that found in other contexts, it is not 
clear to what extent the results of this study may be generalized to alternate forms of interpersonal 
communication. Further research is plainly needed in this area. 
Beyond these points, future research in the area of criticism realization could be advanced 
through an investigation of variables not under consideration in this study. These might include 
contextual factors such as level of familiarity or severity of offense, or the use of criticism in public 
settings such as meetings or conferences as opposed to relatively private, one-on-one 
conversations. Additionally, analysis of data by gender would be helpful in identifying differences 
within and across cultures in male and female approaches to criticizing. Finally, an examination of 
sociocultural transfer in criticism realization could prove useful to language teachers by helping to 
determine a point of departure for the design of foreign language syllabuses, especially those with 
business orientations, in which pragmatic aspects of language use are formally integrated and duely 
emphasized. 
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Notes 
(1) The questionnaire was originally written in English, then translated into Thai by 
Wichihvechkam. The Thai translation was then checked by two other native speakers of Thai and 
appropriate revisions were made. Next, a fourth native Thai speaker translated the questionnaire 
back into English and a comparison was made with the original. Finally, after furher =visions 
were made in the Thai version, the questionnaires were administe~d to the Thai subjects. 
m: w r i e s  and Exmules of S w r t i v e  Moves 
(1) ComplimentdPositive Comments 
Ex.: -- You are a diligent worker, bu t... + Criticism 
-- Criticism + I know that you are a dedicated manager; however, ... + Criticism 
(2) Expressions of Gratitude 
Ex.: -- Thank you for typing the letter, but ... + Criticism 
-- Criticism +Thank you for seeking my opinion. 
(3) Apologies 
Ex.: -- Excuse me, ... + Criticism 
-- I'm sorry to say this, but ... + Criticism 
(4) Expressions of Emphathy (Speaker expresses understanding of Hearer's situation.) 
Ex.: -- Criticism + I understand you're a busy person, but ... + Criticism 
-- I know that it is sometimes hard to keep cool when you deal with customers, 
but ... + Criticism 
(5) Expressions of Personal Concern (for Hearer) 
Ex.: -- Criticism +I'm saying this because I don't want to see you get blamed. 
-- I would hate to see you get yourself into trouble, (John) ... + Criticism 
(6) Preparato~~ Remarks (preface to criticism) 
Ex.: -- I need to discuss your attendance at staff meetings with you. + Criticism 
-- Let me be frank with you, ... + Criticism 
-- I have a little bit of wisdom for you ... +Criticism 
(7) Supplying Information (Spaker gives information that Hearer might not be aware of) 
Ex.: -- Maybe you don't realize this, but. .. + Criticism 
-- Criticism + Perhaps this is something you didn't know about, bu t... + Criticism 
(8) Expressions of Non-Offensive Intent (Speaker expresses no intention to offend Hearer in 
giving criticism) 
Ex.: -- I h o p  this doesn't offend you, but ... + Criticism 
-- Don't take this the wrong way, ... +Criticism 
-- I hope you don't mind if I say this, ... + Criticism 
(9) Expressions of Encouragement (for good results) 
Ex.: -- Criticism +Let's a l l  hy to keep up the good job. 
-- Criticism + I  see that you've got a lot of potentid, so if you improved your 
performance in this aspect I'm sure you will be successfd in your cmer. 
(10) Requests for Discussion of the Offending Situation 
Ex.: -- Criticism + I'd like to talk to you about this later on if I may. 
-- Can I have a word with you? + Criticism 
(1 1) Offers of Assistance (Speaker offers to help Hearer with the offending situation.) 
Ex.: -- Criticism + Is there anything I can do to help? 
-- Criticism + If you have a pmblem, come talk to me. Maybe I can help out. 
(12) Justification (Speaker gives reasons for advice, suggestions, etc.) 
Ex.: -- Criticism + You know it will look good for us and the company. 
-- Criticism +That way we could maintain g o d  customer relations and that means 
we'll both continue to have a job. 
(13) Asking for Input (help or opinion) fmm Hearer 
Ex.: -- Criticism + Can you help me think of a way to solve this problem? 
-- I have a concern that you could probably help me wi th... + Criticism 
-- I need your input, ... + Criticism 
(14) Role Identification (Speaker identifies capacity in which hdshe is giving criticism.) 
Ex.: -- As a colleague of yours, I need to tell you that...+ Criticism 
-- Criticism + I'm speaking as a representative of the rest of the staff.., + Criticism 
(15) Topic Openers (Speaker brings up the offending issue.) 
Ex.: -- Taking about computers, ... +Criticism 
-- By the way, I noticed a certain pattern lately. You seem to ... + Criticism 
Table 1: Summary of chi-square analyses for D a  items 
Table 1.1: Chi-square for responses across all items 
df P value critical value chi-squm 
Table 1.2: Chi-square for responses in H-->L status settings 
df P value critical value chi-square 
Table 1.3: Chi-square for responses in E-->E status settings 
df P value critical value chi-square 
Table 1.4: Chi-square for responses in L-->H status settings 
df P value critical value chi-square 
Table 1: Summary of chi-square analyses for DCT items (continued) 
Table 1.5: Chi-square for N (non face-threatening) responses 
df P value critical value chi-square 
Table 1.6: Chi-square for M (moderately face-threatening) responses 
df P value critical value chi-square 
Table 1.7: Chi-square for B (boldly face-threatening) responses 
df P value critical value chi-square 
Table 2: Type, frequency, and percentage of responses across status situations 
H-->L E-->E L-->H Totals 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %a % 
Totals A:125 100 123 100 123 100 371 100 - 
T:134 100 135 100 135 100 404 100 - 
A = Americans (n = 42) B = Boldly Face-Threatening Responses 
T = Thais (n = 45) M = Moderately Face-Threatening Responses 
N = Non Face-Threatening Responses 
a = % of total number of criticisms for each group 
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Table 3: Response-type rank within status situation for DCT items 
Americans (n = 42) 
Freq. % Rank 
Thais (n = 45) 
Freq. % Rank 
B = Boldly Face-Threatening Responses 
M = Moderately Face-Threatening Responses 
N = Non Face-Threatening Responses 
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Table 4.1: Frequency and percentage of shifting and non-shifting responses 
Shifting Non-Shifting Total 
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %a % 
T: 52 40.00 78 60.00 130 32.18 100 
Overall: 157 55.28 127 44.72 284 100 - 
A = Americans (n = 42) T = Thais (n = 45) 
a = % of total number of criticisms for each group 
Table 4.2: Sequence of shifting in level of face-threat 
B-->M M-->B B-->M-->B/ Totals 
M-->B-->M 
Frequency % Frequency % Frequency % Frequency %a % 
Overall 
A: 79 75.24 17 16.19 8 7.62 105 100 100 
A: Americans (n = 42) B: Boldly face-threatening criticism 
T: Thais (n = 45) M: Moderately face-threatening criticism 
a: % out of total number of shifting responses for each group 
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Table 5: Frequency and percentage of criticism strategies within and across status situations 
H-->L E-->E L-->H Overall 
Strategy A T A T A T A T 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Total 
Freq. 0 7 3 14 21 18 25 39 
% 0.00 3.32 1.56 7.69 12.65 11.04 4.08 7.00 
Freq. 8 6 23 27 9 34 40 67 
% 3.16 2.84 11.98 14.84 5.39 20.86 6.54 12.03 
Freq. 35 30 53 17 20 11 108 58 
% 13.83 14.22 27.60 9.34 11.98 6.75 17.65 10.41 
Freq. 113 96 29 58 47 49 189 203 
% 44.66 45.49 15.10 31.87 28.14 30.06 30.88 36.45 
Freq. 1 0 40 16 17 6 58 22 
% 0.40 0.00 20.83 8.79 10.18 3.68 9.48 3.95 
Freq. 1 3 3 6 6 5 10 14 
% 0.40 1.42 1.56 3.30 3.59 3.07 1.63 2.5 1 
Freq. 92 60 38 40 44 36 174 136 
% 36.36 27.15 19.79 21.98 26.35 22.09 28.43 24.42 
Freq. 3 10 3 4 2 4 8 18 
% 1.19 5.21 1.56 2.20 1.20 2.45 1.31 3.23 
Freq. 253 212 192 182 166 163 612 557 
% 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
A: Americans (n = 42) 
T: Thais (n = 45) 
1-8: Number assigned to strategy within criticism hierarchy 
Table 6: Use of supportive moves within and across status situations 
Americans 
Frequency % 
(1) Asking for input 1 1.02 
(2) Compliment 45 45.92 
(3) Expression of empathy 9 9.18 
(4) Exp~ssion of 
encouragement 5 5.10 
(5) Expression of gratitude 22 . 22.45 
(6) Offer of assistance 3 3.06 
(7) Preparatory remark 4 4.08 
(8) Justification 4 4.08 
(9) Personal concern 3 3.06 
(10)Topic opner 2 2.04 
Total 98 100 
(b) E-->E settinz 
(1) Asking for input 6 4.76 
(2) Compliment 17 13.49 
(3) Expression of empathy 2 1.59 
(4) Offer of assistance 2 1.59 
Rank 
10 
1 
3 
Thais 
Frequency % 
2 4.26 
20 42.55 
1 2.13 
7 14.89 
1 2.13 
4 8.5 1 
2 4.26 
10 21.28 
0 0 
0 0 
47 loo 
(5) Expression of non- 
offensive intent 7 5.56 4 1 0.74 
(6) F'reparatory remark 10 7.94 3 7 5.19 
(7) Justification 6 4.76 5 13 9.63 
(8) Topic opener 15 11.90 2 2 1.48 
Total 65 100 - 39 100 
Rank 
5 
1 
7 
50 
Table 6: Use of supportive moves within and acmss status situations (continued) 
Frequency 
(1) A P ~ O ~ Y  0 
(2) Asking for input 0 
(3) Compliment 37 
(4) Expression of empathy 9 
(5) Expression of gratitude 3 
(6) Offer of assistance 2 
(7) Expression of non- 
offensive intent 8 
(8) Giving contrasting 
infomation 5 
(9) kparatory remark 12 
(1O)Justification 8 
(1 1)Request for a 
discussion 8 
(12)RoIe identilication 2 
(1 3)Topic opener 0 
TotaI 94 
% Rank 
0 11 
0 11 
39.36 1 
9.57 3 
3.19 8 
2.13 9 
8.5 1 4 
5.32 7 
12.77 2 
8.51 4 
8.5 1 4 
2.13 9 
0 11 
loo - 
Frequency 
3 
5 
8 
0 
1 
4 
0 
0 
4 
11 
1 
1 
3 
4 1 
Thais 
% Rank 
7.32 6 
12.20 3 
19.51 2 
0 11 
2.44 8 
9.76 4 
0 11 
0 11 
9.76 4 
26.83 1 
2.44 8 
2.44 8 
7.32 6 
loo 
51 
Table 6: Use of supportive moves within and across status situations (continued) 
Frequency 
(1) Apo[o?J 0 
(2) Asking for input 7 
(3) Compliment 99 
(4) Expression of empathy 20 
(5) Expression of 
encouragement 5 
(6) Expression of gratitude 25 
(7) Offer of assistance 7 
(8) Expression of non- 
offensive intent 15 
(9) Giving contrasting 
information 5 
(10) Justification 18 
(I I) Personal concern 3 
(12) Preparatory remark 26 
(13) Request for a 
discussion 8 
Total 238 
Americans Thais 
% Rank Frequency % Rank 
0 
2.94 
41.60 
8.40 
2.10 
10.50 
2.94 
6.30 
2.10 
7.56 
1.26 
10.92 
3.36 
loo 
2.48 8 
8.26 4 
33.06 1 
0.83 10 
5.79 6 
1.65 9 
7.44 5 
0.83 10 
0 14 
28.10 2 
0 14 
10.74 3 
0.83 10 
loo - 
Table 7: Number of criticisms and supportive moves per response 
Table 7.1: Number of criticisms per response 
F~quency of criticism # of responses Criticisms p r  response 
H-->L 
Americans 218 125 1.74 
Thais 185 134 1.38 
Total 403 259 1.56 
E-->E 
Americans 177 123 1.44 
Thais 162 135 1.20 
Total 339 258 1.31 
L-->H 
Americans 158 123 1.28 
Thais 156 135 1.16 
Total 314 258 1.22 
O v e d  
Americans 553 37 1 1.49 
Thais 503 
Total 1056 
Table 7.2: Numkr of supporiive moves per response 
Frequency of SM #of responses SM per ~sponse  
H-->L 
Americans 98 125 0.78 
Thais 47 134 0.35 
Total 145 259 0.56 
Americans 65 123 0.53 
Thais 39 135 0.29 
Total 104 258 0.40 
L-->H 
Americans 94 123 0.76 
Thais 41 135 0.30 
Total 135 258 0.52 
Overall 
Americans 238 37 1 0.64 
Thais 121 404 0.30 
Total 359 775 0.46 
SM: Supportive moves 
Table 7.3: Number of criticisms and supportive moves per response 
Frequency of C + SM # of responses C + SM per ~ s p o n s e  
H-->L 
Americans ' 316 125 2.57 
Thais 232 134 1.73 
Total 548 259 2.12 
E-->E 
Americans 242 123 1.97 
Thais 20 1 135 1.49 
Total 443 258 1.72 
L-->H 
Americans 252 123 2.05 
Thais 197 135 1.46 
Total 449 25 8 1.74 
overall 
Americans 791 37 1 2.13 
Thais 624 404 1.54 
Total 1415 775 1.83 
C: Criticisms 
SM: Supportive moves 
Table 8: Use of modality markers within status situations 
American Usage (n = 42) Thai Usage (n = 45) 
Subjects % 
I. Downgraders 
(1) Politeness markers: 'please' 
H-->L 34 80.95 
E-->E 5 11.90 
L-->H 5 11.90 
(2) Politeness particles (Thais only)*: 'krap/kal 
H-->L 0 0.00 
E-->E 0 0.00 
L-->H 0 0.00 
'cha' 
H-->L 0 0.00 
E-->E 0 0.00 
L-->H 0 0.00 
(3) Playdowns: 'I was wondering' 
H-->L 3 7.14 
E-->E 5 11.90 
L-->H 4 9.52 
'I wonder if' 
H-->L 0 0.00 
E-->E 4 9.52 
L-->H 0 0.00 
Subjects 
34 
3 
1 
15 
11 
35 
4 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
3 
2 
10 
Table 8: Use of modality markers within status situations (continued) I 
American Usage (n = 42) 
Subjects % 
(4) Consultative devices: 'Would you mind if' 
H-->L 
E-->E 
L-->H 
'if you could' 
H-->L 
E-->E 
L-->H 
(5) Hedges:   so mew ha^ 
H-->L 
E-->E 
L-->H 
'kind of' 
H-->L 
E-->E 
L-->H 
H-->L 2 
E-->E 0 
L-->H 0 
'Would it be possible' 
1 
1 
4 
0 
0 
3 
(6) Understaters: 'a little bit/a little' 
H-->L 4 
E-->E 8 
L-->H 10 
Thai Usage (n = 45) 
Subjects % 
Table 8: Use of modality markers within status situations (conIinued) 
American Usage (n = 42) Thai Usage (n = 4 
Subjects 
'sometimes' 
H-->L 4 
E-->E 2 
L-->H 1 
(7) Downtoners: 'perhaps' 
H-->L 1 
E-->E 1 
L-->H 2 
'maybe' 
H-->L 4 
E-->E 13 
L-->H 11 
'just' 
H-->L 3 
E-->E 5 
L-->H 6 
'probably' 
H-->L 1 
E-->E 3 
L-->H 1 
(8) Minus cmmitters: 'I think/I believe' 
H-->L 6 14.29 
E-->E 10 23.81 
L-->H 25 59.52 
Subjects 
3 
3 
3 
0 
2 
4 
6 
11 
11 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Table 8: Use of modality markers within status situations (continued) I 
Subjects 
(9) Others*: 'seem' 
H-->L 3 
E-->E 4 
L-->H 12 
'sounds like/looks like' 
H-->L 0 
E-->E 4 
L-->H 4 
'try to' 
H-->L 15 
E-->E 2 
L-->H 4 
'I'd like you to' 
H-->L 2 
E-->E 0 
L-->H 0 
11. Upgraders 
(1) Intensifiers: 'very' 
H-->L 21 
E-->E 1 
L-->H 6 
'really' 
H-->L 11 
E-->E 16 
L-->H 13 
Subjects 
7 
4 
15 
0 
0 
0 
12 
5 
0 
7 
5 
4 
7 
12 
5 
0 
0 
0 
American Usage (n = 42) Thai Usage (n = 45) 
% I 
Table 8: Use of modality markers within status situations (continued) 
American Usage (n = 42) Thai Usage (n = 45) 
Subjects 
'quite' 
H- - >L 3 
E-->E 5 
L-->H 0 
'so' 
H-->L 11 
E-->E 5 
L-->H 3 
(2) Overstaters: 'the most/the best' 
H-->L 2 
E-->E 1 
L-->H 3 
(3) Plus committers: 'surely' 
H-->L 1 
E-->E 10 
L-->H 3 
(4) Rhetorical appeal: 'must' 
H-->L 10 
E-->E 2 
L-->H 7 
* not found in House & Kasper, 1981 
Subjects 
0 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
5 
6 
11 
8 
Table 10: Means and standard deviations for ratings of response-types within status 
situations 
S tatus/Response type Mean S.D. S.E. Diff. in Means 
Overall A: 2.803 0.901 0.139 - 0.682 
T: 3.485 0.995 0.148 0.682 
A: Americans (n = 42); T: Thais (n = 45) B: Boldly face-threatening response 
S.D.: Standard deviation M: Moderately face-threatening response 
S.E.: Standard error N: Non face-threatening response 
Table 9: Mean ratings of response-types across status situations 
H-->L E-->E L-->H Total 
Response type 
Total A. 2.778 2.979 2.653 2.803 
A: Americans (n = 42) 
T: Thais (n = 45) 
B: Boldly face-threatening response 
M: Moderately face-threatening response 
N: Non face-threatening response 
Table 1 1: Summary of ANOVAs for mean scores of rating scale items 
Table 11.1: Two-factor repeated measures ANOVA for mean ratings of response-types 
across all items 
Source SS df MS F 
Between groups 
Nationality (A) 90988.1 1 1 90988.1 1 25.175* 
Items (B) 183283.75 8 22910.46 35.998* 
A x  B 36673.76 8 4584.22 7.203* 
Within groups 30721 1.33 85 3614.25 
Total 618156.95 102 
*p <.01 
Table 11.2: Two-factor repeated measures ANOVA for mean ratings of response-types 
in H-->L status settings 
Source SS df MS F 
Between groups 
Nationality (A) 19751.57 1 19751.57 13.619* 
Level of face-threat 
(B) 110962.93 2 55481.46 91.911* 
A x B  15335.74 2 7667.87 12.703* 
Within groups 123277.46 85 1450.32 
Total 269327.70 90 
*p <.01 
Table 11.3: Two-factor repeated measures ANOVA for mean ratings of response- 
types in E-->E status settings 
Source SS df MS F 
Between groups 
Nationality (A) 31162.92 1 31 162.92 22.178* 
Level of face-threat 
(B) 39780.83 2 19890.41 25.568* 
A x  B 15970.25 2 7985.12 10.264* 
Within groups 119434.96 85 1405.11 
Total 206348.96 90 
Table 11.4: Two-factor repeated measures ANOVA for mean ratings of response- 
types in L-->H status settings 
Source SS df MS F 
Between groups 
Nationality (A) 42184.78 1 42184.78 29.148* 
Level of face-threat 
(B) 19781.20 2 9890.60 12.063* 
A x  B 3256.59 2 1628.29 1.986 
Within groups 123015.68 85 1447.24 
Total 188238.25 90 
*p <.01 
Table 11.5: Two-factor repeated measures ANOVA for mean ratings of N 
responses across status settings 
Source SS df MS F 
Between groups 
Nationality (A) 101035.27 1 101035.27 30.256* 
Status setting (B) 17549.52 2 8774.76 22.820* 
A x B  786.03 2 393.01 1.022 
Within groups 283847.29 85 3339.37 
Total 403218.1 1 90 
*p c.01 
Table 11.6: Two-factor repeated measures ANOVA for mean ratings of M 
responses across status settings 
Source SS df MS F 
Between groups 
Nationality (A) 11004.87 1 11004.87 9.741* 
Status setting (B) 6855.27 2 3427.63 21.904* 
A x B  1736.81 2 868.40 5.549* 
Within groups 96026.91 85 1129.72 
Total 115623.86 90 
*p <.01 
Table 11.7: Two-factor repeated measures ANOVA for mean ratings of B 
responses across status settings 
Source SS df MS F 
Between groups 
Nationality (A) 9939.15 1 9939.15 5.088 
Status setting (B) 21633.90 2 108 16.95 18.013* 
A x B  3159.73 2 1579.86 2.63 1 
Within groups 166050.31 85 1953.53 
Total 200783.09 90 
Table 12: Response-type rank within status situation for rating scale items 
Americans (n = 42) Thais (n = 45) 
Mean Rank Mean Rank 
Table 13: Comparison of chi-square and ANOVA results 
Chi-square Perceived Interaction ANOVA Interaction 
(for DCT) (for rating scales) 
A. Situation: 
Overall ifc 
H-->L * 
B - - 
*: Significant at p<.01 B: Boldly face-threatening responses 
M: Moderately face-threatening responses 
N: Non face-threatening responses 
Table 14: Patterns of rankings for level of face-threat used within status situations 
DCT Rating Scale 
Thais Americans Thais Americans 
Situation: 
Questionnaire 
The d a t a  ob ta ined  from t h i s  ques t ionna i re  w i l l  be used f o r  a 
r e sea rch  p r o j e c t  we a r e  c u r r e n t l y  conducting f o r  t h e  Department of  
Engl ish  a s  a Second Language, Univers i ty  of  Hawaii a t  Manoa. Your 
responses w i l l  p rov ide  va luab le  i n s i g h t s  f o r  u s .  P l ea se  t a k e  some 
t ime t o  complete t h i s  ques t ionna i re  according t o  t h e  d i r e c t i o n s  
given below. Thank you very much f o r  your h e l p  and coopera t ion .  
Jay  Ercanbrack & 
Jongkonrat Wichitwechkarn 
Native Language: Other Languages : 
Univers i ty :  F i e ld  of Study: 
Degree Sought : Age : Sex: F M 
Time Spent Abroad ( I f  Any) : - years - months; Country: 
PART I 
DIRECTIONS: For  i tems # 1-9, p l ea se  imagine your se l f  i n  each 
s i t u a t i o n  and t h e n  provide  t h e  one response which you would be 
most l i k e l y  t o  g i v e  i n  such circumstances.  Your responses  can be 
of any l eng th .  
P lease  t a k e  t ime  t o  read  through t h e  example below be fo re  
proceeding t o  i t em # 1. 
Example: You work as an a r t i s t  f o r  a g raph ic  a r t s  company. One 
of your co-workers has  worked a l l  n igh t  t o  c r e a t e  a logo f o r  a new 
f i rm  t h a t  your company is  doing business  wi th .  I n  t h e  morning, 
he/she e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y  shows it t o  you, bu t  you f i n d  t h a t  it is  
n e i t h e r  c r e a t i v e  nor  p a r t i c u l a r l y  meaningful, and you do not  
be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  new f i rm  w i l l  be happy with  it. 
Co-worker: W e l l ,  what do you th ink?  
You (may say) :-- You may j u s t  need t o  touch  it up a b i t  b e f o r e  
submi t t i ng  it t o  t h e  boss .  
O R  
--Hnun, i t ' s  very i n t e r e s t i n g ,  b u t  I ' m  no t  s u r e  
t h a t  it cap tu re s  t he  s p i r i t  of t h a t  new f i rm.  
0 R 
-- To be honest with you, I don ' t  l i k e  it a t  a l l .  
It j u s t  doesn ' t  s u i t  t h a t  company. 
OR 
-- This  i s  about what I expected of you, anyway. 
0 R 
-- Geez, c a n ' t  you do a b e t t e r  job t h a n  t h i s ?  
0 R 
- 
c 
-- Oh, I d i d n ' t  know t h a t  company wanted Medusa 
on t h e i r  logo.  
0 R 
--It must be very d i f f i c u l t  t o  c r e a t e  an 
outs tanding logo .... 
0 R 
-- W e l l ,  I ' m  probably n o t  a  good judge of 
Why don ' t  you have Pa t  t a k e  a  look a t  i t ?  
ETC . 
(1) You a r e  a  superv isor  a t  a  smal l  company. You n o t i c e  
of your s t a f f  workers i s  hard-working, bu t  t h a t  he/she does not  
a t t e n d  s t a f f  meetings r e g u l a r l y  a s  is  expected.  Af t e r  one meeting 
f o r  which t h i s  worker f i n a l l y  a r r i v e s  l a t e ,  you s t a y  t o  t a l k  t o  
him/her p r i v a t e l y .  
logos .  
t h a t  one 
Worker: Sorry  I missed t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  of  t h e  meeting. 
You: 
( 2 )  You a r e  a worker a t  a major bank. One of your col leagues  i s  a 
d i l i g e n t  person,  bu t  you n o t i c e  t h a t  he/she a r r i v e s  l a t e  t o  work 
almost every day and sometimes t h e r e  a r e  customers wai t ing  t o  do 
bus iness  wi th  h i d h e r .  You r e a l i z e  t h i s  i s  no t  a t  a l l  good f o r  
customer r e l a t i o n s .  One day a f t e r  lunch,  you have a  cha t  wi th  
h i d h e r  p r i v a t e l y .  
Colleague: It  s u r e  was a  busy morning, wasn ' t  i t ?  
( 3 )  You work a s  a  superv isor  f o r  a  department s t o r e .  You n o t i c e  
t h a t  one of t h e  c l e r k s  a t  t h e  informat ion counte r  is  g e n e r a l l y  
h e l p f u l  t o  customers. However, you a l s o  f i n d  t h a t  he/she is  o f t e n  
absen t  from t h e  counte r ,  caus ing  customers t o  wait  a long while 
f o r  a s s i s t a n c e .  One a f te rnoon ,  you walk p a s t  t h e  coun te r  and see  
t h i s  c l e r k ,  s o  you s t o p  f o r  a t a l k .  
Clerk : Is t h e r e  something you want t o  see  m e  about? 
( 4 )  You a r e  an employee a t  a company. Your company has  r e c e n t l y  
h i r e d  a new manager f o r  a department a s soc i a t ed  wi th  yours,  who 
seems t o  be genuinely  concerned about t h e  company's workers. You 
no t i ce ,  however, t h a t  t h i s  manager smokes dur ing a meeting between 
h i s / h e r  department and yours .  Although t h e r e  is no r u l e  about  
smoking i n  t h e  conference  room, you know t h a t  none of t h e  s t a f f  
workers here  i s  fond o f  be ing  around smokers. A f t e r  t h e  meeting, 
you have a chance t o  t a l k  t o  h i d h e r  i n  p r i v a t e .  
Manager: Well, t h a t  meeting went smoothly, d i d n ' t  i t ?  
You : 
(5) You work f o r  a p u b l i s h i n g  company. Recently your company has  
adopted a new p o l i c y  suggested by your off icemate  concerning t h e  
annual  budget arrangement f o r  each department. You f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  
new arrangement o f  t h e  budget may help  reduce expendi tures  i n  your 
department bu t  may cause  s e r i o u s  problems f o r  t h e  company as a 
whole. You have a chance t o  t a l k  with your o f f icemate  a f t e r  work. 
Officemate: Looks l i k e  o u r  department is going t o  be i n  good 
shape f i n a n c i a l l y  now. 
You: 
(6) You work for a popular travel agency. This morning when you 
came into the office, you saw your manager talking to a customer. 
Even though the manager is generally a kind person, he was upset 
and spoke to the customer in a rude manner. You are concerned 
that this might affect the company's reputation. At lunch time, 
you have a chat with the manager. 
Manager: That customer sure gave me a hard time this morning. 
You : 
(7) You work as a computer programmer for a private organization. 
One of your colleagues is an expert with computers, but you notice 
that he/she often brings a friend from outside to use one of the 
computers in the office. You are concerned that this person might 
somehow gain access to some of your organization's confidential 
information. You have a talk with this colleague over lunch one 
day. 
Colleague: This new computer system can do everything! 
(8) You are a staff worker at a corporation. Recently your 
manager introduced a new arrangement of work schedules to improve 
o f f i c e  e f f i c i e n c y .  You f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  new schedul ing  has some 
mer i t ,  bu t  t h a t  it w i l l  not  r e a l l y  b e n e f i t  t h e  o f f i c e  i n  t h e  long 
run .  One day, you have a  chance t o  t a l k  wi th  t h e  manager i n  
h i s / h e r  o f f  i c e .  
Manager: I hope our  o f f i c e  i s  i n  good shape now. What do you 
t h i n k ?  
YOU : 
( 9 )  You work f o r  a l e g a l  consu l t ing  f i rm.  You have given your 
s e c r e t a r y  a  d r a f t  of  a  business  correspondence and asked h i d h e r  
t o  type it. Your s e c r e t a r y  f i n i s h e s  t h e  l e t t e r  i n  no t i m e ,  bu t  
you f i n d  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  many typos  i n  it. You c a l l  t h e  s e c r e t a r y  
i n t o  your o f f i c e .  
Sec re t a ry :  Yes, sir/malam? 
You : 
Please go on to Part I1 on the next page. 
PART I1 
DIRECTIONS: Items Ã 10-18 con ta in  t h e  same s i t u a t i o n s  found i n  
P a r t  I .  For t h e s e  i t e m s ,  again  imagine yoursel f  i n  t h e  given 
s i t u a t i o n .  Next, p l e a s e  examine t h e  response choices  which 
follow. For each response choice,  p lease  c i r c l e  t h e  number on t h e  
r a t i n g  s c a l e  which i n d i c a t e s  how l i k e l y  it would be  t h a t  you would 
g ive  such a response i n  t h a t  s i t u a t i o n .  A r a t i n g  of ' 6 '  means 
t h a t  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  you would g ive  such a response i s  very  
high; a r a t i n g  o f  '1' means t h a t  t h e  l i ke l ihood  t h a t  t h i s  would be 
your response i s  ve ry  l o w .  Please  use your own judgement f o r  
t h e s e  r a t i n g s .  
Now, p l e a s e  look a t  t h e  example given below. 
Example: You a r e  a company employee. You f i n d  t h a t  one o f  your 
co-workers i s  exces s ive ly  work-oriented. He/she is always 
concerned about job r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  but  never c a r e s  t o  s o c i a l i z e  
with you o r  t h e  o t h e r  workers. One day, you have a c h a t  wi th  t h i s  
person and a chance a r i s e s  t o  t a l k  t o  him/her about t h i s .  
Co-worker: Wow, I ' v e  go t  a ton  of work t o  do t o n i g h t .  
You : ( Below a r e  some poss ib l e  responses.)  
L i k e l i h o o d  of Use 
Low 
-- Don't you need a break once i n  a 
while l i k e  t h e  r e s t  o f  us? 1 
-- Real ly?  But you know, a hard- 
working person is  sometimes fo rgo t t en  
by h i s / h e r  f r i e n d s .  1 
-- Well, I ' v e  g o t  an  idea .  How about 
p u t t i n g  work a s i d e  f o r  once and going 
out  wi th  us t o n i g h t ?  1 
-- Lis ten ,  you may n o t  r e a l i z e  it, 
but  t h e  o t h e r s  a r e  beginning t o  s e e  
you a s  a workaholic. 1 
-- Look, I t h i n k  you're p u t t i n g  way 
too  much emphasis on work r a t h e r  than 
r e l ax ing  and s o c i a l i z i n g  wi th  t h e  
r e s t  of  u s .  1 
-- Yeah, me t o o .  1 
H i g h  
4 5 6 
-- (Other)  : * 
(*You may add your own comment he re  i f  you f i n d  t h a t  none of t h e  
above i s  s a t i s f a c t o r y . )  
NOTE: The r a t i n g s  given i n  t h e  preceding example a r e  NOT in tended 
a s  a guide f o r  your judgement of  t h e  fo l lowing  i t ems .  They a r e  
shown simply t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  c i r c l i n g  procedure t o  be used on 
t h i s  r a t i n g  s c a l e .  Now, p l e a s e  cont inue wi th  i tems # 10-18. 
(10) You a r e  a superv isor  a t  a smal l  company. You n o t i c e  t h a t  one 
of your s t a f f  workers is  hard-working, bu t  t h a t  he/she does not  
a t t e n d  s t a f f  meetings r e g u l a r l y  a s  is expected.  Af t e r  one meeting 
f o r  which t h i s  worker f i n a l l y  a r r i v e s  l a t e ,  you s t a y  t o  t a l k  t o  
him/her p r i v a t e l y .  
Worker: Sorry  I missed t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  of  t h e  meeting. 
YOU : 
Low 
-- Regular a t t endance  a t  o u r  m e e t -  
i n g s  i s  very important ,  you know, 
perhaps a s  important  o r  more s o  than  
being hard-working. 
-- I wanted you t o  t e l l  everybody a t  
t h e  meeting today about t h e  work 
you've been doing, bu t  w e  had t o  
cance l  t h a t .  
-- Your t a r d i n e s s  and l ack  of a t t e n-  
dance a t  our  meetings i s  becoming 
a problem. 
-- We need you t o  be  a t  t h e s e  meet- 
ings ,  s o  p l ea se  do your b e s t  t o  show 
up on t i m e .  
-- W e l l ,  you d idn ' t  m i s s  much. 
-- I f  you want t o  avoid  miss ing out  
on what's going on, why n o t  a t t e n d  t o  
your persona l  bus iness  a f t e r  our  
meetings from now on? 
Likelihood of Use 
High 
-- (Other)  : 
(11) You a r e  a worker a t  a major bank. One o f  your co l leagues  i s  
a d i l i g e n t  person, b u t  you n o t i c e  t h a t  he/she a r r i v e s  l a t e  t o  work 
almost every day and sometimes t h e r e  a r e  customers wa i t i ng  t o  do 
bus iness  with h i d h e r .  You r e a l i z e  t h i s  i s  no t  a t  a l l  good f o r  
customer r e l a t i o n s .  One day a f t e r  lunch, you have a c h a t  wi th  
him/her p r i v a t e l y .  
Colleague: It s u r e  was a busy morning, wasn' t  i t ?  
YOU : 
Low 
-- Yes, bu t  people  weren't t oo  busy 
t o  n o t i c e  when someone came i n  l a t e .  1 
-- Well, s i n c e  we're very busy i n  t h e  
morning, don't  you t h i n k  i t ' s  a good 
i d e a  f o r  s e r v i c e  people l i k e  us t o  
a r r i v e  be fo re  t h e  customers? 1 
-- A s  usua l ,  b u t  i f  you came i n  ear-  
l i e r ,  maybe you could g e t  ready f o r  
t h e  day and it wouldn't be s o  h e c t i c .  1 
-- Yeah, k ind o f  busy. 1 
-- Yes, bu t  one reason w a s  t h a t  you 
weren't h e r e  aga in  t o  t a k e  c a r e  of 
your customers. 1 
-- Yes, and I heard a few of your busy 
customers complain about having t o  
wai t  around f o r  you. 1 
L i k e l i h o o d  of U s e  
H i g h  
-- (Other)  : 
(12) You work a s  a superv isor  f o r  a department s t o r e .  You n o t i c e  
t h a t  one of t h e  c l e r k s  a t  t h e  information counter  is  g e n e r a l l y  
h e l p f u l  t o  customers.  However, you a l s o  f i n d  t h a t  he/she i s  o f t en  
absent  from t h e  counter ,  causing customers t o  wai t  a long while 
f o r  a s s i s t a n c e .  One af ternoon,  you walk p a s t  t h e  coun te r  and see  
t h i s  c l e r k ,  s o  you s t o p  f o r  a t a l k .  
Clerk:  Is t h e r e  something you want t o  s e e  me about?  
You : 
-- J u s t  wanted t o  mention t h a t  cus- 
tomers p r e f e r  a f r i e n d l y  c l e r k  t o  
an empty counte r .  
-- J u s t  making t h e  rounds. 
-- Yes, j u s t  a reminder: i f  you have 
t o  l eave  t h e  counte r ,  you should g e t  
someone t o  t a k e  over  f o r  you s o  our  
customers won't be kept  wait ing.  
-- Yes, I 've  n o t i c e d  t h a t  our  custo- 
mers become impat ien t  because you're 
o f t e n  away from t h e  counter .  
L i k e l i h o o d  of Use 
Low H i g h  
-- Yes, i t ' s  important  t o  remember 
t h a t  our  customers' s a t i s f a c t i o n  
depends i n  p a r t  on your presence 
a t  t h e  counte r .  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- Yes, could you p l e a s e  s t a y  c l o s e  
t o  t h e  counte r  when we're busy and 
see  t h a t  our  customers a r e  taken 
c a r e  o f ?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- (Other)  : 
(13) You a r e  an employee a t  a company. Your company has  r e c e n t l y  
h i r e d  a new manager f o r  a department a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  yours, who 
seems t o  be genuinely  concerned about t h e  company's workers. You 
no t i ce ,  however, t h a t  t h i s  manager smokes dur ing  a meeting between 
h i s / h e r  department and yours.  Although t h e r e  i s  no r u l e  about 
smoking i n  t h e  conference room, you know t h a t  none of t h e  s t a f f  
workers here  is  fond of being around smokers. A f t e r  t h e  meeting, 
you have a chance t o  t a l k  t o  h i d h e r  i n  p r i v a t e .  
Manager: Well, t h a t  meeting went smoothly, d i d n ' t  i t ?  
You : Likelihood of Use 
Low Sigh 
-- Sure d id .  Very smooth indeed.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- Yes, bu t  s i n c e  t h e r e  a r e n ' t  any 
o t h e r  smokers on o u r  s t a f f ,  you might 
want t o  avoid smoking next  t i m e .  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- For t h e  most p a r t ,  yes, but  d i d  
you n o t i c e  t h a t  smoking i n  t h e  con- 
ference  room i s  unpopular here?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- Yes, bu t  I know t h a t  some of t h e  
o t h e r  s t a f f  members a r e  uncomfortable 
around c i g a r e t t e  smoke. They 
probably f e l t  uneasy i n  t h e  meeting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- Oh-huh, except  t h a t  most of u s  
were uncomfortable wi th  your smoking 
du r ing  t h e  conference.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- Yeah, it g o t  a b i t  s t u f f y  i n  
here ,  though. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- (Other)  : 
(14) You work for a publishing company. Recently your company has 
adopted a new policy suggested by your officemate concerning the 
annual budget arrangement for each department. You feel that this 
new arrangement of the budget may help reduce expenditures in your 
department but may cause serious problems for the company as a 
whole, You have a chance to talk with your officemate after work. 
Officemate: Looks like our department is going to be in good 
shape financially now. 
YOU : 
-- Well, have you thought about how 
these changes might affect the 
company as a whole? 
-- Still, smooth times for some may 
mean rough times for others. 
-- Yes, it sure does. 
-- We may be O.K., but I think that 
this new system will cause some big 
problems for the company as a whole. 
-- Yes, but I've heard that some of 
the other department heads are 
grumbling about this. 
-- Maybe so, but I'd suggest that 
we evaluate this budget arrangement 
soon to check on its overall 
effectiveness. 
L i k e l i h o o d  of  U s e  
High 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
-- (Other) : 
(15) You work for a popular travel agency. This morning when you 
came into the office, you saw your manager talking to a customer. 
Even though the manager is generally a kind person, he was upset 
and spoke to the customer in a rude manner. You are concerned 
that this might affect the company's reputation. At lunch time, 
you have a chat with the manager. 
Manager: That customer sure gave me a hard time this morning. 
You : L i k e l i h o o d  of  U s e  
Low High 
-- Well, I believe that customer 
was offended because you had diffi- 
culty controlling your temper. 1 , 2  3 4 5 6 
-- Yes, some people mentioned that 
they  were s u r p r i s e d  a t  your s t r o n g  
r e a c t i o n .  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- W e l l ,  when you've go t  a  customer 
l i k e  t h a t  i n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  you may 
want t o  ask  one of us t o  handle  it 
f o r  you. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- Oh, w a s  t h a t  you t h i s  morning? 
I t  seemed l i k e  a  d i f f e r e n t  person .  1 2 3 4 5 6  
-- Yes, bu t  don ' t  you t h i n k  w e  should 
d e a l  wi th  customers a s  calmly a s  
p o s s i b l e  i n s t e a d  of g e t t i n g  upse t?  1 2 3 4 5 6  
-- Yeah, he/she s u r e  d id .  1 2 3 4 5 6  
-- (Other)  : 
( 1 6 )  You work a s  a  computer programmer f o r  a p r i v a t e  o rgan iza t ion .  
One of your co l leagues  is an  expe r t  with computers, bu t  you n o t i c e  
t h a t  he/she o f t e n  b r i n g s  a  f r i e n d  from o u t s i d e  t o  use one of t h e  
computers i n  t h e  o f f i c e .  You a r e  concerned t h a t  t h i s  person might 
somehow ga in  access  t o  some of your o rgan iza t ion ' s  c o n f i d e n t i a l  
informat ion.  You have a  t a l k  wi th  t h i s  co l league  over lunch one 
day. 
Colleague: This  new computer system can do everything!  
You : Likelihood of Use 
Low High 
-- I t ' s  super ,  bu t  I d o n ' t  t h i n k  
i t ' s  s a f e  t o  a l low your f r i e n d  o r  
o t h e r  o u t s i d e r s  t o  use  it. 1 2 3 4 5 6  
-- Agreed. However, i f  you d o n ' t  
want t o  g e t  blamed f o r  any s e c u r i t y  
leaks ,  maybe you should s t o p  i n v i t i n g  
your f r i e n d  i n  t o  use  t h e  system. 1 2 3 4 5 6  
- 
-- Absolutely,  bu t  I ' m  concerned t h a t  
it might be broken soon s i n c e  o t h e r s  
a r e  f i n d i n g  a  way t o  use  it. 1 2 3 4 5 6  
-- Yeah, i t ' s  a winner. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- Lis t en ,  though, a r e n ' t  you con- 
cerned t h a t  an o u t s i d e r  l i k e  your 
f r i e n d  might ga in  acces s  t o  our  
c o n f i d e n t i a l  informat ion? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- True, but  I ' v e  heard some of our 
co-workers mention t h a t  t h e y ' r e  not 
p leased with  your l e t t i n g  your f r i e n d  
use our  system. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- (Other)  : 
( 1 7 )  You a r e  a  s t a f f  worker a t  a  corpora t ion .  Recently your 
manager in t roduced a  new arrangement of  work schedules  t o  improve 
o f f i c e  e f f i c i e n c y .  You f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  new schedul ing has  some 
mer i t ,  bu t  t h a t  it w i l l  not  r e a l l y  b e n e f i t  t h e  o f f i c e  i n  t h e  long 
run. One day, you have a chance t o  t a l k  with t h e  manager i n  
h i s / h e r  o f f i c e .  
Manager: I hope our  o f f i c e  is  i n  good shape now. What do you 
th ink?  
YOU : L i k e l i h o o d  
LOW 
-- Hnun, how about us ing  t h i s  new 
system f o r  a month o r  two and then 
having an assessment of i t ?  1 
-- Well, I ' v e  t a l k e d  t o  many of t h e  
employees and they  seem t o  f e e l  t h e r e  
a r e  s t i l l  s e v e r a l  p o i n t s  i n  need of 
improvement. 1 
-- Real change is  hard t o  come by, 
don ' t  you th ink?  1 
-- Well, do you r e a l l y  t h ink  t h e  new 
scheduling w i l l  make t h a t  b i g  a  
d i f f e r ence?  1 
-- I t h i n k  every th ing ' s  j u s t  f i n e .  1 
-- Actually,  I don ' t  be l i eve  t h i s  
arrangement i s  going t o  b e n e f i t  our  
company i n  t h e  long run.  1 
Use 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
High 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
-- (Other)  : 
(18 )  You work f o r  a l e g a l  consu l t ing  f i rm.  You have given your 
s e c r e t a r y  a  d r a f t  of  a business  correspondence and asked h i d h e r  
t o  type i t .  Your s e c r e t a r y  f i n i s h e s  t h e  l e t t e r  i n  no time, bu t  
you f i n d  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  many typos  i n  it. You c a l l  t h e  s e c r e t a r y  
i n t o  your o f f i c e .  
Secre ta ry :  Yes, sir/malam? 
Likelihood of Use 
Low High 
YOU : 
-- Every word i n  t h i s  kind of cor-  
respondence is  very important ,  s o  we 
need t o  be c a r e f u l  not  t o  overlook 
mistakes l i k e  t h e s e .  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- J u s t  wanted t o  check my agenda 
f o r  t h i s  af ternoon.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- I c a n ' t  a l low t h i s  type of work 
t o  go ou t  t o  our  c l i e n t s  - there  a r e  
numerous e r r o r s  i n  i t .  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- You might want t o  proofread 
important l e t t e r s  l i k e  t h e s e  before  
submit t ing them so t h a t  you won't 
have t o  spend t ime re typ ing  them. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- Could you p l ease  check t h i s  
l e t t e r  more c lo se ly?  1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- It  seems t h a t  speed and q u a l i t y  
never r e a l l y  mix, do they? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
-- (Other)  : 
T H A N K  Y O U  V E R Y  M U C H  
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